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2784. By Mr. EVALE: Petition of 59 farmers of Kan-
diyohi and Renville Counties, Minn., urging passage of farm
relief legislation; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

2785. Also, petition of members of the Congregational
Church of Barnesville, Minn., protesting against the increas-
ing of armaments; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

2786. Also, resolufion of the Minnesota Conservation Com-
mission, opposing any action on House bill 2833; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

2787, Also, resolution of the Minnesota Conservation Com-
mission, urging the Federal Government to remove debris,
etc., from the waters of the upper Mississippi reservoirs
because of their menace to navigation; to the Commitiee on
Rivers and Harbors.

2788. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of National Committee
on Wild Life Legislation, favoring the passage of Senate bills
2277, 2529, and 2633; fo the Committee on Agriculture.

2789. Also, petition of Men’s Energetic Club of Brown Me-
morial Baptist Church, Brooklyn, N.Y., urging the enactment
of the Wagner-Costigan antilynching bill; to-the Committee
on the Judiciary, !

2790. By Mr. LUNDEEN: Petition of the Farmer-Labor
Association of Polk County, Minn., urging that the Frazier
bill for refinancing farm loans be immediately passed; to the
Committee on Banking and Currcncy.

2791, Also, petition of the Farmer-Labor Association of
Polk County, Minn., opposing the Prince plan, or any other
similar plan of merger of railroads; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2792, Also, petition of Branch 9, National ‘Association of
Letter Carriers, urging Congress to defeat wage reductions
for postal employees; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

2793. Also, petition of the St. Louis County Club and Farm
Bureau Association, Gilbert, Minn., urging that the St. Law-
rence Treaty be ratified; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

2794, Also, petition of the Farmers Educational and Co-
operative Union of America, Big Stone Local, No. 160, Orton-
ville, Minn., urging that the Frazier bill, the Swank-Thomas
bill, and the Wheeler bill be passed, and that Congress take
upon itself their constitutional power to issue currency and
regulate the value thereof; to the Committee on Coinage,
‘Weights, and Measures.

2795. Also, petition of the Brown County Farm Bureau
Association, Inc., Sleepy Eye, Minn., urging an immediate
embargo on imports of all dairy products, fats, and oils; con-
trol over the manufacture of oleomargarine and butter sub-
stitutes; the elimination of diseased dairy cows; the use of a
portion of the processing tax to meet the cost of a national
disease-control program; and a further reduction of interest
rates on loans to farmers; to the Committee on Agriculture.

2796. By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: Memorial of
the General Court of Massachusetts, relative to increasing
immigration quotas so as to enable persecuted Jewish peo-
ple in Germany to enter the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2797. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of the Ladies’ Society of
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen,
Holly Lodge, No. 70, Buffalo, N.¥Y., protesting against the
plan for railroad consolidation; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

2798. Also, petition of the Society of Polish Apothecaries,
Buffalo, N.Y., urging adoption of legislation for protection
of drug stores; to the Committee on Agriculture.

2799, By Mr. RUDD: Petition of National Committee on
Wild-Life Legislation, favoring Senate bills 2277, 2529, and
2633; to the Committee on Agriculture,

2800. Also, petition of the Men’s Energetic Club of
Brown Memorial Baptist Church, 629 Herkimer Street,
Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of the Wagner-
Costigan antilynching bill; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

2801, By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of J, L. Maupin and
155 others of Minot, New Rockford, and other points in
North Dakota, favoring House bill 7401 to limit the car
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length of trains; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

2802. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of the
teachers of the Johnstown Senior High School, Johnstown,
Pa., favoring Senate bill 2000; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

2803, Also, petition of the Westmont Woman’s Christian
Temperance Union, Johnstown, Pa., favoring the Patman
bill for the Federal supervision of motion pictures; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2804. By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of citizens
of Dolores, Colo., urging legislative action for the remoneti-
zation of silver; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and
Measures.

2805. Also, petition of citizens of Rico, Colo., urging leg-
islative action for the remonetization of silver; to the Com-
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

2806. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the city of Amarillo,
Tex., regarding the demobilization of the Civil Works Ad-
ministration; to the Committee on Agriculture.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 7, 1934
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Feb. 28, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Haltigan, one of ifs clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and
they were signed by the Vice President:

8.407. An act for the relief of Willie B. Cleverly;

5.2277. An act to establish fish and game sanctuaries in
the national forests;

S.2461. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to give
the Supreme Court of the United States authority to pre-
scribe rules of practice and procedure with respect to pro-
ceedings in criminal cases after verdict ”; and

S.2529. An act to promote the conservation of wild life,
fish, and game, and for other purposes.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Costigan Kean Robinson, Ark.
Ashurst Couzens Keyes Robinson, Ind.
Austin Cutting King Russell
Bachman Davis La Follette Bchall

Balley Dickinson Lewls Sheppard
Bankhead Dill Logan Shipstead
Barbour Duffy Lonergan Steiwer
Barkley Erickson Long Stephens
BElack Fess McAdoo Thomas, Okla,
Bone Fletcher McCarran Thomas, Utah
Borah Frazier McKEellar Thompson
Brown George McNary Townsend
Bulkley Gibson Murphy Trammell
Bulow Glass Neely Tydings

Byrd Goldsborough Norrls Vandenberg
Byrnes Gore Nye Van Nuys
Capper " Hale O'Mahoney Wagner
Caraway Harrlson Overton Walcott

Carey Hatch Patterson Walsh

Clark Hatfield Pittman Wheeler
Connally Hayden Pope White
Coolidge Hebert Reed

Copeland Johnson Reynolds

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce that my colleague
the senior Senater from Rhode Island [Mr. Mgrcairr], the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NorBEck], and the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. HasTinGs] are necessarily absent.

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce that my colleague the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DieTErIicE] and the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. SmiTe] are unavoidably de-
tained from the Senate, and that the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. McGLL] is absent because of a severe cold.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety Senators have answered
to their names. A quorum is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram
in the nature of a memorial from Olin West, secretary of
the American Medical Association, Chicago, I1l., remonstrat-
ing on behalf of the association against the adoption of
proposed legislation in House bill 6663, the independent
offices appropriation bill, as passed by the Senate granting
hospitalization and domiciliary care at Federal expense fo
all veterans who make cath to inability to pay for such care,
irrespective of whether the disability, disease, or defect for
which treatment is sought is or is not due to military service,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD presented the memorial of the Minne-
sota Humane Education Society (by its president), remon-
strating against the passage of the so-called “ Tugwell-
Copeland pure food and drug bill ”, which was referred to
the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. TYDINGS presented resolutions adopted by the board
of directors of the Congregation Adath Jeshurun, of Phila-
delphia, Pa., favoring the passage of Senate Resolution 154
(submitted by Mr, TypiNgs), opposing alleged discrimina-
tions against Jews in Germany, which were referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented petitions of several citizens of Cleve-
land, Ohio, praying for the passage of. Senate Resolution
154 (submitted by Mr. TypIines), opposing alleged discrimi-
nations against Jews in Germany, which were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. COPELAND presented resolutions adopted by several
women’s organizations and petitions of sundry citizens of
the State of New York praying for the passage of House bill
6097, providing higher moral standards for films entering
interstate and foreign commerce, which were referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of the State
of New York praying for the enactment of legislation relat-
ing to hours of labor and service, length of trains, and dis-
position of disputes between carriers and their employees,
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by Rome, N.Y.,
Post No. 2246, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States,
protesting against the enactment of legislation limiting the
freedom of speech and of the press, which was referred to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Property
Owners Association, of Middle Village, Long Island, Inc.,
favoring lengthening the period of amortization of mortgage
loans from the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation to 25 years
and the unconditional guaranty of the principal of bonds
of the Corporation, which was referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

He also presented a petition of the Spuyten Duyvil Prop-
erty Owners Association, of New York City, praying for the
enactment of legislation fo reduce the interest rate of 6 per-
cent on loans on real estate made by the Home Owners’ Loan
Corporation, which was referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Hornell,
N.Y., praying that the revaluation of gold be followed by an
adequate issuance of currency, the restoration of silver to be
used as money along with gold, and that new currency be
used to cancel interest-bearing war bonds, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the St. Law-
rence County subdistrict of the Dairymen’s League Co-opera-
tive Association, Inc, of New York State, favoring the pas-
sage of legislation to prohibit the manufacture and sale of
oleomargarine, which was referred to the Commitfee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Democratic
Club of the First Assembly District of the Borough of

Queens, Long Island City, N.Y., favoring the transportation
and delivery of mail by Army and Navy airplanes and pilots,
which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads.

He also presented two petitions of sundry citizens of
Queens County, N.Y., praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to repeal the Federal fax of 1 cent per galon on gaso-
line, which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Queens
County, N.Y., praying for the enactment of legislation in-
corporating the United States, to limit the printing and
issuance of money and the control of credit to the Govern-
ment only, and to discontinue the issuance of tax-exempt
interest-bearing bonds to bankers, which was referred to
the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a resolution adopted at Syracuse, N.Y.,
by the Onondagsa County Holstein Club favoring a 5-percent
tax on importations of all animal, vegetable, fish, or other
fats or oils coming into competition with butterfat, which
was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Erie County
Committee of the American Legion, of Buffalo, N.¥., to per-
mit veterans sitting on adjudication boards to receive com-
pensation, and remonstrating against the removal of the
regional office of the Veterans’ Administration from Buffalo
to Batavia, N.Y., which were referred to the Committee on
Finance.

He also presented a resolution adopted at New York City
by the National Asscciation of Manufacturers of the United
States favoring the holding in abeyance of action on the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Waterway Treaty until a
survey has been made covering expenses of operation, vol-
ume of traffic, savings in transportation costs, returns on
and amortization of the investment, and other economic
aspects involved, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Massena
Democratic Club, of Massena, N.Y., favoring the ratification
of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep Waterway Treaty,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Wayne
County Committee, the American Legion, Department of
New York, favoring the enactment of legislation providing
for building the Navy to the strength permitted by the
Washington and London Naval Treaties, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens and or-
ganizations of the State of New York, remonstrating against
the passage of legislation providing for building the Navy
to the strength permitted by the Washington and London
Naval Treaties, which were ordered to lie on the table.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF IN ARIZONA

Mr. ASHURST presented a letter from the Assistant Fed-
eral Emergency Relief Administrator, which was referred
to the Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

FeDpERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATION
Washington, February 28 1934
Hon. Henry F. ASHURST,
United States Senats, Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR : I am in receipt of your letter of
February 24. We are putting into Arizona for transient care
something like $250,000 per month, more than in any other State
in the Union, more than we are putting into Mississippl, Arkansas,
Louisiana, Tennessee, and Missouri combined.

Very truly yours,
AUBREY

WILLIAMS,
Assistant Administrator.
U.S.8.  CONSTITUTION ”

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Premdent I present and ask to have
printed in the Recorp and appropriately referred resolutions
adopted by the House of Representatives of the Massachu-
setts General Court, petitioning the Secretary of the Navy
to enshrine the U.S.8. Constitution as a national museum in
its home port of Boston, Mass.

The resolutions were referred to the Committee on Naval
Affairs and ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Boston.
Resolutions relative to the U.S.8. Constitution

Whereas the U.S.S. Constitution was originally built in Boston at
Hartts Shipyard, near what is now Constitution Wharf, and was
rebuilt and restored at the Boston Navy Yard; and

Whereas it was through action by the people of Boston and of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts that said U.8.8. Constitution
was saved from destruction; and

Whereas it is proposed that sald ship be kept in Washington
as a national museum; and

Whereas it is the desire of the citizens of Massachusetts that
sald ship be returned to its home port and kept there as a national
museum: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the House of Representatives of the General

urt of Massachusetts petitions the Secretary of the Navy of the

nited States requesting the Navy Department in its wisdom to
enshrine the U.S8.8. Constitution as a national museum in its
home port of Boston; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent forthwith by
the secretary of the Commonwealth to the President of the
United States, to the Secretary of the Navy, and to each United
States Senator and Congressman from Massachusetts.

In the house of representatives, adopted March 1, 1934.

[sEAL] Frank E. BrineMmaN, Clerk.

A true copy.

Attest:

F. W. Coox,

Secretary of the Commonwealth.

THE WORLD COURT

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that a resolution adopted by the annual international re-
lations dinner at Elizabeth, N.J., be printed in the RECORD
and referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolution in favor of prompt completion of the adherence of the
United States to the World Court, passed by a group of 250
citizens at the annual international relations dinner in Eliza-
beth, N.J., May 18, 1933
Whereas our Government is making a tremendous effort at this

time, through an emergency program, to heal an economic condi-

tion resulting largely from the last war; and

Whereas the World Court, in the 11 years of its existence, by
successfully settling 48 international disputes, has proved its prac-
tical value as a peaceful agency; and

Whereas 7 years have elapsed since the United States Senate, by

a vote of 76 to 17, passed a resolution providing for the adher-

ence of the United States to the World Court if five conditions

were met; and

Whereas in the view of the Department of State and of such
authoritative bodies as the American Bar Association these condi-
tions have been entirely met by the three World Court treaties
now awaiting the action of the United States Senate; and

Whereas public opinion has shown its impatience with the con-
tinued delay in settling this question, the most notable instance
of this being the recent passage, by an overwhelming majority in
both houses, of the New Jersey Legislature’s resolution calling on
the National Senate to complete our adherence to the World Court
by ratifying the three pending treaties: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That this group of 250 citizens, gathered at the annual
international relations dinner in Elizabeth, hereby declares its
bellef that it is contrary to sound legislative policy to postpone
further settlement of such a vital issue as our adherence to the

Court and urges the Senate to ratify at the earliest practicable

moment, and with no reservation that will invalidate such action,

the three World Court treaties now pending in the Senate.

REPORTS OF "‘COMMITTEES

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (S. 1194) to amend section 4 of
the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of
bridges over navigable waters”, approved March 23, 19086,
as amended, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 415) thereon.

Mr. WHEELER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

5.236. An act to provide funds for cooperation with the
school board at Queets, Wash., in the construction of a
public-school building to be available to Indian children of
the village of Queets, Jefferson County, Wash. (Rept. No.
416); and

S.2891. An act to authorize turning over to the Indian
Service vehicles, vessels, and supplies seized and forfeited
for violation of liguor laws (Rept. No. 417).
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Mr. WHEELER also, from the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs, to which was referred the bill (S. 1826) for expendi-
ture of funds for cooperation with the public-school board at
Poplar, Mont., in the construction or improvement of public-
school building to be available to Indian children of the
Fort Peck Indian Reservation, Mont., reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 418) thereon.

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H.R. 2632) for the relief of
Wilson G. Bingham, reported it with an amendment and
submitted a report (No. 419) thereon.

Mr. STEPHENS, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2898) conferring jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims of the United States to hear, consider,
and render judgment on certain claims of George A. Carden
and Anderson T. Herd against the United States, reported
it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 420)
thereon.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that on the 6th instant that committee presented
to the President of the United States the enrolled bill
(S. 1759) to revive and reenact the act entitled “An act
granting the consent of Congress to the Mill Four Drainage
District in Lincoln County, Oreg., to construct, maintain,
and operate dams and dikes to prevent the flow of waters
of Yaquina Bay and River into Nutes Slough, Boones Slough,
and sloughs connected therewith ”, approved June 17, 1930,

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr., TYDINGS:

A bill (S, 2970) for the relief of George Edwin Godwin
(with an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs,

A bill (8. 2971) granting a pension to Annie Cantwell
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr, COPELAND: -

A bill (8. 2972) for the relief of John N. Knauff Co., Inc.;
and

A bill (8. 2973) for the relief of First Lt. Walter T.
Wilsey; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (S. 2974) to incorporate the American National
Institute (Prix de Paris) at Paris, France; to the Committee
on the Library.

A bill (8. 2975)
Berrington; and

A bill (8. 2976) for the relief of Raymond Nelson Hickman:
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. WHEELER:

A bill (S. 2977) granting a pension to Mary Lange; to the
Committee on Pensions.

A bill (S. 2978) to amend the act of March 3, 1927, amend-
ing section 1 of the act of May 26, 1926, entitled “An act to
amend sections 1, 5, 6, 8, and 18 of an act approved June 4,
1920, entitled ‘An act to provide for the allotment of lands
of the Crow Tribe, for the distribution of tribal funds, and
for other purposes’”; and

A bill (8. 2979) to repeal the act approved March 3, 1927
(44 Stat.L. 1365) entitled “An act to amend section 1 of
the act approved May 26, 1926, entitled ‘An act to amend
sections 1, 5, 6, 8, and 18 of the act approved June 4, 1920,
entitled “An act to provide for the allotment of lands of the
Crow Tribe, for the distribution of tribal funds, and for other
purposes ”’"; and to prevent the execution of competent
grazing and farming leases in advance of the expiration of
existing leases affecting sald lands by competent Crow al-
lottees and to make possible a unified system of leasing
between competent and incompetent Crow allottees, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD:

A bill (S, 2980) to modify the effect of certain Chippewa
Indian treaties on areas in Minnesota; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

for the relief of Charles Wellesley
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By Mr. NEELY:

A bill (S. 2981) to amend section 201 (a) of the Emer-
gency Relief and Construction Act of 1932 so that the Re-
construction Finance Corporation may loan money to States,
municipalities, and so forth, for the purchase of bridges and
to operate and free the same from collection of tolls; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. VANDENBERG:

A bill (S. 2982) to enable the people of the Philippine
Islands to adopt a constitution and form a government for
the Philippine Islands, to provide for the independence of the
same, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Terri-
tories and Insular Affairs.

INCLUSION OF CATTLE AS A BASIC COMMODITY—AMENDMENT

Mr, OMAHONEY submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill (H.R. 7478) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to include cattle as a
basic agricultural commodity, and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

E. BARRETT PRETTYMAN

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, due to the fact that I have
to be absent this afternoon when the nomination of Mr.
Robert H. Jackson as general counsel for the Bureau of
Internal Revenue, Income Tax Department, will come before
the Senate, and inasmuch as his predecessor, Mr. E. Barrett
Prettyman, is a constituent of mine, I feel it proper and
appropriate that I should make a brief statement about
Mr. Prettyman.

First, while I did not recommend Mr. Prettyman for this
position at the time he was appointed, I was asked by the
authorities whether or not his appointment would be agree-
able to me. Knowing Mr. Prettyman to be a man of
splendid legal attainments and of outstanding ability and
integrity it was a pleasure for me to endorse his appoint-
ment.

When Mr. Prettyman took over the position of general
counsel of the Income Tax Department of the Bureau of
Internal Revenue he found there about 20,000 claims in liti-
gation, involving over half a billion dollars of back taxes,
which the Government sorely needed, because its financial
plight at that time was so desperate that the compensation
of veterans and Federal employees and others had to be cut
in order to sustain, it was said, governmental credit. Mr.
Prettyman immediately began a reorganization of the
Income Tax Department, insofar as his duties applied to if,
and evolved certain modes of procedure which were calcu-
lated to speed up the collection of these taxes which were
in dispute.

I wish to call the attention of the Senate for just a mo-
ment to the situation which he faced. As I have said, there
were about 20,000 claims in litigation or in dispute pending
in that department. The amount of taxes in dispute was
estimated to be about $550,000,000, or over a half billion
dollars. Mr. Prettyman has in the short while that he has
been in charge of the legal end of the Income Tax Depart-
ment speeded up greatly the machinery of collection; he has
evolved a new set-up for the handling of these cases, and
now there is some promise that these cases—some of which
are 10, 12, or more years old—will be disposed of in the
near future.

Bear in mind, Mr, President, we have been settling only
about 1,800 claims a year; they have been accumulating over
the past 5 or 6 or 8 years at the rate of 6,000 a year; and
we have been settling only about 1,800, or a third of those
which yearly are in dispute and come to the counsel for
settlement. So that, if the old system had prevailed, in 5
or 6 or 8 more years the Bureau would have had 40 years’
work ahead of it.

Mr. Prettyman faced that situation with ability, and the
scheme he devised to collect the taxes in dispute and settle
the cases has been accepted by the Treasury Department. I
regret that he has tendered his resignation ‘because, as I
have said, he is a man well versed in the income tax laws,
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a man of unimpeachable integrity and of outstanding ability
in his profession.

However, the new Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Morgen=-
thau, for reasons best known to himself, wanted in
that position a man whom he knew. He said he had noth-
ing.at all by way of criticism to say of Mr. Pretiyman;
that his work had been splendid; that he had applied him-
self with great diligence to the collection of the taxes and
the settlement of the disputes, but he said he thought it
was only fair, inasmuch as he had the ultimate and final re-
sponsibility in the matter, that he should have a man as
general counsel whom he knew, and that for no other rea-
son he was anxious to place Mr. Robert H. Jackson in the
position because he had been associated with Mr. Jackson
for some time in the past.

I rose to make the statement that I regret the Government
has lost the services of so splendid a man as Mr. Prettyman
in that office. I rose to make the statement because I should
like it to be known from Mr. Morgenthau and others that
there is not the slightest criticism of the conduct of that
office under Mr. Prettyman. I should like it to be known
that there is no cloud, no suspicion, no reasonable room for
criticism of the conduct of the Income Tax Bureau under
Mr. Prettyman. On the contrary, all authorities over and
under him, so far as I know, are in accord that he has done
an excellent piece of work in collecting the half billion dol-
lars of back taxes which are 8, 10, and 12 years overdue,
and that the plan he has evolved will be followed by his suc-
cessor and by the Bureau. :

Since Mr. Prettyman tendered his resignation im order
to accommodate Mr. Morgenthau in his desire to have a man
whom he knew, I opposed the confirmation of Mr. Jackson
because I thought we were losing too good a man in that
very vital department, a man who could not be approached,
a man whose conduct is exemplary, a man who knows the
income tax laws from beginning to end.

However, Mr. Prettyman does not care to remain in the
office if Mr. Morgenthau, Secretary of the Treasury, does
not wish him to do so. I am authorized to say that in
accepting his resignation there is no reflection upon Mr,
Prettyman from any source whatsoever in the Government.

While I have been displeased to see Mr. Prettyman sur-
render this important post, it is gratifying to know that his
services are so outstanding that he has been offered the
position of Corporation Counsel of the District of Columbia.
While he does not care for that kind of work, yet at the
request of the President he has been glad to undertake it.
I know in that position he will make a reccrd equal to
that which he has already made in the Internal Revenue
Bureau.

I felt that I owed it to Mr. Prettyman to make this state-
ment in order that people might know there is no cloud of
suspicion or reflection in any way upon him in tendering
his resignation, but that his desire to cooperate with the
new administration was the sole reason for that action.

GREAT LAKES-ST, LAWRENCE WATERWAY TREATY

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I desire to announce at
this time that tomorrow, at the first opportunity when I can
obtain recognition, I shall address the Senate on the pend-
ing St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty.

VISIT OF PRINCE TOKUGAWA, OF JAPAN

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I wish to make a brief
verbal report on behalf of the Committee on Rules.

On Friday we had a visit from a very distinguished
citizen of Japan, Prince Tokugawa. In view of the fact that
the Senate was in recess on last Friday and Saturday, I
escorted His Grace about the Capitol and showed him its
various attractions. Also we visited the House of Repre-
sentatives.

His Grace wished me to convey to the Senate his regrets
that he did not meet Senators personally. I expressed to
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him then, as I do now, our great regret that we were not in
session to greet him and extend to him the privileges of the
floor.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I desire to offer an
amendment to the bill (S. 2732) to include sugar beets and
sugar cane as basic agricultural commodities under the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act, and for other purposes, and I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 or 3 minutes in explana-
tion thereof. f

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the Senator
proceeding as requested? The Chair hears none, and the
Senator is recognized for the time designated.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in June 1933 the Con-
gress enacted the National Industrial Recovery Act. There
is contained in it a provision known as section 208 which
made an appropriation of $25,000,000 to be used by the
President of the United States under rules and regulations
to be issued by him for the purpose of encouraging sub-
sistence homesteading. In the language of that section the
purpose was “to aid in the redistribution of the overbal-
anced population in industrial centers.”

For many years the Federal Government through the
Reclamation Service has been developing what are really
very efficient subsistence homesteads but in a slightly differ-
ent form. In my State and in other States in the West there
are numerous reclamation projects constructed by the Fed-
eral Government, settled at the invitation of the Govern-
ment by men and women of high standards. Those projects,
some of*which are devoted to the raising of sugar beets, are
particularly successful. In the opinion of those who live on
the homesteads and those of us who are familiar with them,
they offer an ideal answer to the query which, so to speak,
was before the Congress and in the mind of the President
when this particular section of the National Industrial Re-
covery Act was adopted.

I have in mind one particular project, the North Platte
project, the chief town of which in my State is Torrington.
That project was settled by veterans of the World War who
were invited by the Federal Government to take up the
homesteads. They have been engaged in the raising of sugar
beets. In the neighborhood of Riverton is another project
of similar homesteads and at Powell is another. It is the
feeling of the settlers who, under contract with the United
States, have made their homes there, and certainly it is my
feeling that any action by the Federal Government now
which would undertake to cut down the opportunity of those
settlers to continue the work in which they are engaged
would amount almost to a breach of faith. It is with that
thought in mind that I am presenting the amendment and
soliciting the very earnest consideration of all Senators
thereof.

Mr, President, I am advised that the area in reclamation
projects now devoted to the raising of sugar beets is scarcely
more than 10 percent of that in the counfry which is so
utilized.

I ask that the amendment may be printed in the Recorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 5, line 18, after the word * thereto ", to insert the fol-
lowing: * Provided, however, That production of sugar beets upon
any reclamation project constructed under the Reclamation Act
shall not be curtailed: And provided further, That the Secretary
of Agriculture may authorize the production of sugar beets upon
any reclamation project construction of which was initiated prior
to the approval of this act.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be referred
to the Committee on Finance and printed.

INCLUSION OF CATTLE AS A BASIC COMMODITY

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7478) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to
include cattle as a basic agricultural commeodity, and for
other purposes.

Mr. CONNALLY., Mr. President, on yesterday I outlined
the provisions and the purposes of this measure, and it is
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not my intention to consume much of the time of the
Senate.

At this point I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp my remarks before the House committee dur-
ing the hearings, and also my remarks before the Senate
Commitfee on Agriculture and Forestry, when the bill was
pending before that committee, E

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered. :

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From hearing of Wednesday, Jan. 17, 1934, before the Committee
on Agriculture of the House of Representatives]

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM CONNALLY, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM
THE ETATE OF TEXAS

Senator ConwNALLY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House
Agriculture Committee, I want to thank you for this opportunity
of appearing before the committee. I understand you are now
considering a bill introduced by your chairman, Congressman
JonEs, to make cattle a basic agricultural commodity for the pur-
poses of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. I want to say to the
committee that I have introduced a similar bill in the Senate.

As you, perhaps, know better than I when this Agricultural
Adjustment Administration bill was first proposed, the cattlemen,
as I understand, by their own request, or at the request of the
representatives of the industry, were omitted from the provisions
of the measure. But since that time I have been convinced that
there is now a change, almost a radical change, on the part of
cattlemerr with regard to the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-
tration and the possibility of aid to cattle thereunder,

Other agricultural commodities have been benefited tremen-
dously. Speaking for cotton particularly, since I am very familiar
with it, I think that the operation of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act last year absolutely saved the cotton industry from disinte-
gration and disaster. Its condition was already disastrous but
there would have been an absolute holocaust in my State if it had
not been for the program of relief adopted by the administration
made possible under this act which put us back on the road to
recovery at least.

Now wheat and a great many other agricultural commodities
have been benefited, but cattle and the cattlemen are in a very
bad situation. I have had telegrams from the president of the
Texas and the Southwest Cattle Raisers Associations to the effect
that according to their view 80 percent, and perhaps 95 percent
of the cattlemen in my State want cattle included in the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act as a basic commodity.

The American National Livestock Association’s executive com-
mittee, I believe, had a meeting at Albuquerque and from wires
I received from the Texas members attending that meeting I am
informed that of the 45 representing the Texas catflemen attend-
ing that meeting 40 had voted to have cattle included as a basic
commodity, and only 5 were voting against.

I also had wires from the Panhandle Cattle Raisers Association,
from the Northeast Panhandle Hereford Association, with which
you are very familiar, Confreﬁaman Jones, and I belleve they are
almost unanimous in wanting cattle included in this act as one
of the basic commodities.

I believe if the committee will investigate further it will find
that the cattle indusiry as a whole is very strongly in favor of
having cattle brought within the purview of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.

Of course, I do not need to urge upon this committee the im-
portance of taking some steps to relieve the cattlemen, but I do
urge that the committee proceed with such hearings as you decide
to have so that the bill may be reported for action of the House
at an early date.

With reference to the suggestion for a tariff on the importation
of canned goods as a means to relieve agriculture: When the last
tariffl bill was before the Senate I was & member of the Senate
Pinance Committee, and the amendment for increasing the tariff
on live cattle was proposed by me, and adopted by the Senate, and
agreed to by the House. While I am in favor of adequate protec-
tion for cattle, at the same time the volume imported is appre-
ciably small compared with the volume produced, and I am con-
vinced that no tariff legislation alone is going to remedy the
situation, because the passage of a tariff measure for the further
protection of cattle is not going to reach the spot in the present
situation. Dutles on canned meats ought to be ralsed. Now, as
you know, on account of the foot-and-mouth disease in Argentina
and other South American countries, we have had practically an
embargo on cattle from the Argentine. I do not think that would
apply to canned goods, but it does to live cattle, so that gate has
been closed up.

There are very few cattle coming into the United States from
Mexico; some cattle were being brought in, but the cost is almost
prohibitive today and because of the international exchange con-
dition they can hardly bring cattle in now.

The only measure that offers early help for the cattlemen is to
be found in relief of the kind here proposed, and I am very
strongly in favor of and urge this committee to include cattle as
a basic commodity in the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and I
believe I speak the sentiments of a majority of those in the
industry.

The other basic commodities covered in the act have been taken
care of or are being taken care of pretty well, and if cattle 1s not
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a basic commodity or a basic agricultural industry it will be hard
to find an industry that is basic.

Mr. Chairman, I am hoping that this committee will be able to
complete its hearings very quickly on this bill and report it to the
House recommending the inclusion of cattle in the act, as it was
originally included when the measure first passed the House.

I believe I have expressed the attitude of the cattlemen of my
Btate, have I not, Congressman KLESERG?

Mr. EreseErG. I think that is correct, Senator CoNNALLY.

Senator ConwNaLLY. And so I hope very much that the com-
mittee will proceed and conclude its hearings on the bill, so there
will be no delay in having cattle brought under the provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act and its administration.

I believe that a vast majority of the cattlemen are now in favor
of including cattle. I just had a letter from a man in Houston,
Tex., who is very active in the industry, and he stated that the
cattlemen of that portion of the country and through south
Texas, that the cattlemen were now anxious to bring cattle under
the act as a basic commodity. I have had many wires and tele-
grams from the cattlemen in my State, and I believe that I am
speaking the views of the vast majority of the cattlemen In
urgmg the inclusion of catile.

Chairman, I do not want to suggest to this committee what
it ahou.ld do, but I understand before any program can be worked
cut for the cattle industry we must have this legislation. Of
course they might have their marketing agreement under the
present act, but what we need is to have sufficient authority
vested in the Department of Agriculture to put this program
over; and I was going to suggest that this legislation be enacted,
with the assurence on the part of the Department of Agriculture
that before adopting the concrete manner in which the program
was to be worked that a hearing be held to which all the cattle-
men would be invited to give their views, because many of the
interested parties will want to appear before the actual details
of the plan are put into operation.

Mr. . May I suggest, Senator, that you include in your
remarks a request that the Department of Agriculture express its
attitude on the matter of the program to be worked out, and
that before such a program is adopted that a hearing be held
here in Washington on this question, to be attended by the cat-
tlemen and that such a program be arrived at based on the sug-
gestions and evidence presented at such a hearing.

Senator ConwaLLy. Yes.

Mr. ErLeserc. If that meets with your suggestion.

Senator Conwarry. I would be glad to do that. Mr, Chairman,
I think it is hardly necessary for me to urge upon you the proce-
dure to be followed.

The CHamrMAN. I will state in that connection that Secretary
Wallace is appearing before another committee this morning and
if he gets through in time he expects to appear before us.

Senator ConnaLLy., That matter can be covered by him.

The CHARMAN. Yes.

Senator ConwarLy. I was just going to suggest that you request
either the Secretary of Agriculture or a representative of the De-
partment to appear before the committee, and you can put that
matter up to them.

The CzamrMaN. I am sure that will be the procedure followed,
as that is the usual method of the Department in developing these
programs.

Senator ConwNarLy. Yes. I was just suggesting that you get
from the Department some assurance that if cattle are made a
basic commodity under the act that the program would be worked
out with those interested in the industry, by the representatives of
the industry at a hearing.

I am sure that the Secretary when he appears before the com-
mittee will tell you that he is in favor of cattle being included
under the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. I know what
his attitude is with reference to the matter. I attended a meeting
some time ago with representatives of farm groups and farm
organizations in the office of the Secretary of Agriculture at which
time this very matter was discussed, and the purpose of the meet-
ing was to find out the sentiments of those groups with reference
to putting cattle under the Agricultural Adjustment Administra-
tion, and the Secretary at the time submitted to the group his
ideas for a plan or method in the very illuminating and interesting
address he made advocating the giving to the Department of Agri-
culture a fund of 200,000,000 with which to administer the beef
cattle and the dairy cattle industry, on the theory that he would
be able to recoup that amount through some processing tax or
some other arrangement of that kind.

The CHAIRMAN. May I suggest, Senator, if you have the time, in
order to get your reaction to it, that I understand there has been
some insistence on the part of hog producers, especially, that cattle
be taxed as a competing commodity. I am advised that has been
deferred for the present for the reason that the cattle industry
would not be able to pay it. And if they are required to pay a
compenesatory tax they will not be able to benefit from any of the
proceeds of such a tax. In other words, it might be possible under
the terms of the present law to tax cattle as a competing com-
modlit.y but there is no authority to pay any of those benefits to
cattle.

Benator CoNNALLY, Yes,

The CmAmMAN. And if such & tax Is to be levied certainly it
would be to the advantage of the cattle industry to have the total
proceeds of such a tax so applied, under some program that might
benefit the industry.

Benator CoNwNaLLY. Yes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

3881

The CeHAmMAN, In that connection, if a processing tax were
levied on cattle, then a compensatory tax might be levied in addi-
tion to the tariff on imports of other commodities.

Senator CoNNALLY. Yes.

The CHAmRMAN. For the protection of the domestic market, and
through which the cattle industry would receive some advantage
if it is made a basic commodity.

Senator ConwNaLLY. I agree entirely with you, Mr. Chairman, in
the very clear statement you have made of the situation.

Of course, I do not believe we ought to tax cattle as a competing
commodity with hogs, for the benefit of hogs, most certainly un-
less you are going to bring cattle within the range of benefits
from the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. I cannot see
why we should. Of course, the hog people would like to get the
benefit that would accrue from an increase on cattle, but I do
not see why one class of the farming people should be taxed for
the benefit of another engaged in another branch of the same
industry. I know there are certain reasons being urged for taxing
one branch for the benefit of the distressed producer in another
line, but I do not believe there ought to be a tax unless its
operations will apply to all.

Now, Mr, Chairman, those are briefly my views, and I simply
want to say that I am heartily in accord with the views of the
chairman of the committee, with whom I have been cooperating,
and with whom I shall continue to cooperate.

And I want to take this occasion to congratulate the committee
in having as its chairman one of our own distinguished Texans
and one who is familiar with these matters, and who has shown
such a grasp of the whole situation.

Mr. MapsgALL. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the Senator a
question.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr., Marshall.

Mr, MarsHALL. Senator Connally, I should just like to ask you if
you would care to express an opinion whether the operation of the
processing tax has been successful, so far as hogs are concerned, or
whether it has caused a shift to the consumption of cattle or beef
products.

Senator ConwALLY. Frankly, I do not know much about the hog
program, because we do not produce hogs for the market in large
volume, and I am not familiar with just how the processing tax
has affected the consumption of pork. But, of course, any proc-
essing tax which increases the cost of an article has a tendency
to decrease the consumption, just like the cost of any article;
when the price goes up the use of it declines to a certain degree.
But if you do not increase the price to the consumer you are not
going to be able to raise the price to the producer. You have got
to raise the price and, of course, the consumer will have to suffer,
somewhere along the line; the consumer will have to pay more if
it is golng to do any good. So the effect of a processing tax, even
though it must result in the consumer paying a little more for
the article, if it does not result in an increase in the price to the
consumer, we cannot get a better price to the producer.

Mr, EvreBerc. Senator, may I ask you another question?

Senator ConNALLY. Yes,

Mr. KLEgerc. There have been times when the market for cattle
on the hoof was very good when there was no appreciable differ-
ence noted in the price to the consumer on the different types of
meat. How would you explain that? In other words, when cattle
or beef was at 8 cents the price of beefsteak per pound, or roast,
and the other cuts, remained about the same; the housewife paid
about the same, with very little change in price to her, regardless
of the price of beef on the hoof.

Senator ConnaLLy. Of course, that involves a good many factors.
For instance, the packing industry is interested in maintaining a
stable level, I assume, insofar as it can, on all products handled
in that industry, so that it is not a question altogether of the price
of livestock or of beef cattle on the hoof.

Then there are distributing factors, freight factors, and many

other factors which would enter into that situation, as they do in
any other situation. When a man rides on a Pullman and gets a
steak and pays a dollar or a dollar and a half for it, naturally he
must expect to pay for the service involved in furnishing him that
service.

The cost of everything—distribution, freight rates, overhead,
facilities for fur the service are all things that must be
taken into consideration in arriving at the price of the finished
product.

Mr, KreserG. The reason I asked that question was to bring out
whether or not the Senator did not think that it is barely possible
that the distributors of the commodity, those who are interested in
beef and cattle, possibly were in position to absorb very largely a
part of the processing tax on these various livestock products if it
were found desirable to levy a processing tax.

Senator ConmaLLy. I will say that they are bound, naturally, to
absorb some of it. We always have a law that when an article
reaches a certain level, at which the price becomes burdensome, its
use falls off. For instance, take the gasoline tax. When you put
a gasoline tax on of half a cent, immediately that is reflected in
the market price of gasoline, and if the tax is increased to a cent
a gallon, the consumption of gasoline will fall off a little more,
That is true all over the country. Now, the same thing is true in
other commodities. When the price of beef gets too high imme-
diately the consumption falls off. Necessarily if the processing tay
is an appreciable amount, resulting in additional cost to the con-
sumer, the packers have got to absorb some of it at least, by rea-
son of the fact that consumption is going to decrease to a certain
extent, resulting in the falling of in their volume of business,
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And, of course, the greater the volume of business the less the pro
rata expense per pound in handling the commodity is.

Mr. PuLmer. May I ask the Senator a question?

Senator ConNwNALLY. Yes.

Mr. Furmer, During the consideration of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act last year I advised the committee at that time that the
program would work 100 percent so far as cotton was concerned.

Benator CoNNALLY, Yes.

Mr. FurLmer. Because so far as its application to cotton is con-
cerned there was a considerable demand for export cotton and cot-
ton would bring a better price. In other words, they would have to
take the cotton, and so far as its operation with cotton is con-
cerned the users of cotton would not have an opportunity to beat
down the price to the farmer; they have had to pass it on to the
consumer, At that time I stated that I was perfectly willing to go
along with the hog and wheat and other commodities included
in the act, but I could not understand how we were going to keep
the packer from taking the price, increased price by virtue of the
processing tax out of the farmer unless we had a fixed price.

Senator CoNnaLLY. Yes.

Mr, FuLmer. And that is the way the plan has worked out in
my section. Of course, if we had fixed the price at 6 cents and
then the packer had cut the farmer's price down to 5 cents we
would have had the privilege of raising a tax, increasing the tax
1 cent, so that there would have been no advantage to the packer
in cutting the price to the farmer, and therefore instead of pass-
ing this tax back to the farmer, resulting from the processing tax,
naturally the packers would have passed it on to the consumer.

Senator CoNnALLY. Yes.

Mr. FuLmer. And without fixing the price at which hogs are to
be sold, or for that matter, any other commodity, the principal
part of which is consumed in this country, unless we fix the price
we are going to be met with the same situation; the benefit will
not be passed back to the farmer, but they will take this tax out
of the price paid to the farmer and the producer will have to
absorb the tax just as the farmers have had to absorb it on hogs.

Senator ConnaLLy. Of course, you cannot avoid some problems.
We might take some of the cattle out of production.

Mr. FuLmer. At the same time it is my belief that with the
experience of the Department in dealing with cotton they will be
able to work out a program that will meet this situation.

Senator Conwanny. Yes. The Department has been learning
things. There were a lot of things for them to do. These matters
were all new and had to be worked out, and I think the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has learned a lot of things in the administra-
tion of these various programs.

I want to stress one thing which your chairman brought out,
and that is this: That, insofar as importation is concerned, you
put cattle under the Agricultural Adjustment Administration as a
basic commodity and then give the power to the Department of
Agriculfure to go ahead to put such restrictions upon the impor-
tation of beef as may be necessary; with the addition of the proc-
essing tax which could be imposed, the industry could receive a
benefit. You are going to get much quicker results in that way
than you could through any tariff legislation.

If you proposed a tariff to meet this situation, the tariff legisla-
tion will be opened up all along the line. Once you undertake
to legislate on the tariff any Member of the Senate can ask a
revision of the tariff on any article and you would upset this whole
program. The best way to get at this is through the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration by giving the Department of Agricul-
ture power to balance the situation through restriction of imports
and through such imposition of processing taxes as may be neces-
sary to protect the domestic market.

Of course, Congressman FULMER, a tax on cotton has resulted in
raising the domestic price. That is the only way that you are
going to raise the domestic price to the producer, increase the
cost to the consumer. That is the only way we are going to be
able to raise the farmer's price. We probably cannot raise the
price to the farmer as much as is desirable, but it is necessary to
increase the price to the consumer more than was being effected
through the tariff. We can, through the process of this processing
tax, raise the domestic price and give the people here at home,
the farmer, a better price for his commodity and take out of pro-
duction some of this surplus which has been competing with what
the farmer has been raising, and which has been destroying the
industry. That is the only way that it can be done,

Mr., FoLmer. In other words, the farmer is put in the position
whereby he can receive the benefit of his own production through
a tax, a processing tax on his commodity.

Senator ConnaLLY. Yes, sir.

Mr. FuLmer. And at the same time reduce, as has been done, the
production of cotton.

Senator ConwaLLY. Yes. Congressman JoNEs had a bill in the
House and I introduced a bill in the Senate, what was known
as the “ export-debenture plan.” Now, the export-debenture plan
turned the tariffi around, and the tariff benefited the industry
and benefited the importer. And, therefore, to get the Industries
in this country back to raising the cost and to make the people
here at home pay more for those articles in order that the farmer
may receive a better price, we simply turned the tariff around
and, instead of saving that, the manufacturer was going to be
able to charge the consumer a greater price because of the tariff
protection he had on his output; we provided that the producer
would receive a better price, require the processor to pay more,
and pass that on to the consumer. In other words, we simply
turned the tariff around through a device whereby the producer
would receive more and the consumer would have to pay for that
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export debenture, just as he has had to pay more by virtue of
the tariff on the finished article.

Mr. FoLmEer. In other words, make the consumer pay just what
he has paid heretofore?

Senator ConnaLLy. Yes; the consumer has paid the increased
cost just as he has been paying 1t for a hundred years in the case
of the manufactured articles, and in the case of a great number
of other commodities that have been imported into this country
on which the farmer has been paying the price plus the tariff.
They have had to pay that bounty, through the tariff, and the
plan here provided is to give the benefit to the cattleman and
to the farmer.

Mr, FuLmER. Is it not a fact, Senator, that the program has been
working out something like this, that as soon as we give the
farmer a fair price for his commodities through the program of
the National Recovery Administration, prices for the commodities
which he purchases have increased so that the farmer after all is
not benefiting as much as he otherwise would?

Senator ConnaLLy. You are correct, Congressman FurLmer, Of
course, everything that the farmer buys. is affected by the increase
resulting through increase iIn wages, and the benefits to those
engaged in the other industry resulting from the program of the
National Recovery Administration.

Mr. FuoLmer. But is not the trouble this, that as fast as the
Agricultural Committee here presents legislation and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-
tration finds some way of doing something for the farmer, in
raising his price, that the other industries, through the program
of the National Recovery Administration are just placed in posi-
tion to be a jump ahead of the farmer with the resdlt that every-
thing that the farmer has fo buy has increased in price anywhere
from 20 to 50 percent over what it was last year?

Senator Conwnarry. Well, I do not want to get into an argument
about the other act, Con an . But I am very much
concerned in meeting this question of how we are going to help
the cattlemen because I feel that something must be done for
them, to offset whatever additional charges the cattleman has had
to pay, and I believe the Department will be able to work out a
program if we adopted the suggestion contained in this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?

Mr. MrrceEELL,. Why was cattle stricken out from the original act
as a basic commodity? I understand It was included originally
in the bill.

Senator CownaLry. I tried to make that clear. Evidently I did
not make it clear when I first started. At the time the bill was
pending in the Senate the cattlemen’s position was represented
by Senator Kendrick, of Wyoming, who was a very distinguished
cattleman who was largely representing the cattle industry. He
was on the Agricultural Committee in the SBenate and was very
much opposed to placing cattle in the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, and most of the cattlemen, apparently, were opposed to it.
They were afraid of getting into a program under which they
might be taxed in some way. I do not remember all their
reasons but at any rate, when the measure came up, cattle were
excluded.

Since that time, however, there has been a radical and vital
change of opinion among cattlemen, and I believe the overwhelm-
ing majority of them are now in favor of including cattle as a
basic commodity in the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the committee for permitting
me to appear before you. I beg your pardon for taking so much
of your time.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator CoNnaLLy, for
your presentation.

Senator CoNnaLLy. I hope the committee will be able to report
the bill forthwith and get it over to the Senate so we can act
on it over there.

[From hearings of Friday, Feb. 9, 1934, before the Senate Com~
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry]

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM CONNALLY, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF TEXAS

Senator ConNaLLy. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the courtesy
of granting me this opportunity. I do not have any long, prepared
statement with statistics, and so on.

This is the cattle bill. The committee was good enough the
other day to report favorably a similar bill by me, and this is the
House bill, and the reason I am asking that you also report this
bill is that my bill, which was reported favorably, simply puts
cattle under the Agricultural Act as a basic commodity. It did
not include the clause which this bill carries making an authoriza-
tion for an appropriation of $200,000,000 to be recouped, of course,
through pr taxes, and I was afraid if we did not report
this I would not be able to take it up and substitute it for my bill
when mine is reached on the calendar. There is no pride of au-
thorship; I want to get the measure through. My idea was thab
my bill is already on the calendar, and when we got to my bill I
would take it up and substitute the House bill for it; but if the
House bill has not been reported by this committee, I am afraid I
cannot do that.

Senator Frazier. Your bill did not carry the $200,000,000?

Senator ConwnaLLy. No; but that part of it is the administration
program. The Becretary of Agriculture is for it and everybody,
so far as I know, is for it. It passed the House practically unani-
mously, so I should like to get this bill out and get it into shape
so that I can take it up in lieu of my bill and get it right through.

Senator Frazier. This includes dairy cattle as well as beef cattle?
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Senator CownwaLry, Yes; it includes dairy cattle, so that the
dalry interests are for this as well as the cattle people.

In December I attended a meeting with the Secretary of Agri-
culture of the dairy and cattle interests, and at that time the
Secretary of Agriculture proposed, in substance, this measure:
First, to put cattle under the law as a basic commodity, under the
act, and then to provide a fund to take care of dairy and cattle
interests, to be recouped by a processing tax.

The cattle interests of the country are generally for this meas-
ure. My State is the biggest cattle State in the Union, and the
president of the association there has wired me and written me
that he thinks 90 percent of the cattle interests of our State are
favorable to this measure. Recently at a meeting out in Albu-
querque of the board of directors of the national association—and
while the national association did not take any action because it
felt that each State organization ought to express its views—there
were 45 Texas cattlemen attending that convention, and 40 of
them voted for this measure, ex g their approval of this bill,
and 5 otherwise. So that is a pretty fair reflection of the senti-
ment of the cattlemen. .

As you know, caitle is one agricultural product that has not
done very well because it is not included. You remember, Mr.
Chairman, a year ago the cattlemen themselves asked to be left
out of the agricultural bill, and quite a change of sentiment has
taken place, and I think if the committee would report this bill
favorably and put it into shape where we could get early action
on it, it would be a very good thing for the cattle industry.

Senator McGr.L, Senator, under the terms of your bill, the only
reason for having the raising of cattle declared a basic industry
would be to make it possible that a processing tax could be
collected? .

Senator Connarry, That is largely it; yes.

Senator McGirt, Do you not understand that the cattle indus-
try generally over the country are opposed to the processing fax
on cattle or beef?

Senator ConnaLLy. They are very largely, but that thing has
been met in this way, Senator: While a great many of them are
against the processing tax, yet they realize that something has got
to be done about the cattle situation. Now, here is what is going
to happen: They have had assurances, I understand, that the
Secretary of Agriculture, after this bill shall have been enacted,
will call a conference of all the dairy people and the cattlemen
here or somewhere, and will undertake to work out a plan, under
the act, of handling the situation which will be agreeable to the
cattle people. As you know, the powers of the Secretary under
the original act are very broad. He can do a lot of things, but the
whole plan of this thing—the cattlemen have been here for some
time conferring with the Secretary and his agents every day, and
they have reached the point now where they think that the best
thing that can be done is to pass this act, and after it is passed
the Secretary then is going to have these conferences with the
cattle people and try to work out something that will be satis-
factory to them toward handling the situation.

Senator McGmiiL. I am simply speaking from the knowledge I
have from communications that I have had from my own State,
and out there they seem to be opposed unalterably to a processing
tax with reference to beef cattle. I can see that this is a different
arrangement, and I can understand why mostly any industry would
be willing to take an appropriation of this sort for its own benefit
and probably its interest. I am not talking against it, but I think
our people are opposed to a processing tax. They figure that a
processing tax will be—

Senator CowwaLLy (interposing). Will make beef higher.

Senator McGruL. No; it will just be deducted from the price of
the cattle.

Senator Conwarry. It has a double effect, elther way you take i,
according to their view. Their view is that if you put it on cattle
the consumer will eat hogs, pork, or something else; or if the
producer pays it, it will come out of his pocket.

Senator McGrur. Do you not think that a processing tax on beef
cattle would be deducted irom the price of the cattle rather than
making cattle higher?

Senator ConwaLry. It probably would be a little of both.

Senator McGiir. Do you not think it would fall right back on
the producer?

Senator Conwnarry, To some extent. Probably a little of both.
Let me say this to you, Senator: The packers are a big factor in
this situation, and it is believed that, if the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has some controlling power over the cattle situation, he can
exact more consideration for the cattlemen from the packers than
in any other way, because the packers are more or less a monopoly;
and if the Secretary of Agriculture is given a little monopolistic
power himself, he can probably make those boys act a little better
than he can if we just turn them loose on the cattlemen. My
information is that the packers made more money last year than
they have made in any year for quite a considerable period of time.
Well, that is all coming out of the cattlemen. .

Senator Capper. They have collected a lot of it from the hog
ralsers.

Senator McGmi. They have collected it from the men who
produce hogs.

Senator CoNnaLLy. To be sure. That is the situation now.

Senator McGrrn. That did not help the hog producers.

Senator Conwarny. That is the situation now; but if the Secre-
tary of Agriculture is given a good deal of power in this and works
out a plan that is agreeable to the cattle people, he can probably
make those packers do a little jumping.
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Senator McGrLL. Well, it seems to me that the beef-cattle in-
dustry and the hog-raising indusiry are a good deal in the same
situation here.

Senator ConwnarrLy. That is true.

Senator McGrun, If we are going to appropriate money for the
benefit of the beef-cattle industry, we likewise should appropriate
it for the hog industry. Why discriminate between the two?

Senator Conwarry. I will say frankly, Senator, that the theory
is that this sum will be gotten back into the Treasury through
some method of processing tax which is hereafter to be worked
out. The chances are it will not all get back into the Treasury,
because of the law of abrasion there will be rubbed off part of this
Government money.

Senator McGrir, I think it is clear that even under the House
bill the processing tax can be used, but the complaints I have had
with reference to the pork industry indicates that the producer is
the man who finally has to pay the tax.

Senator Frazier. Mr. Chairman, I think the House bill carrying
this appropriation is an improvement on the Senator’s bill.

Senator ConNnNaLLY. Oh, yes; it is.

The Caamman. That is what he has come here to testify to.

Senator ConnaLLy. When I originally introduced my bill, how-
ever, it was the understanding that this other was coming along.
Congressman JoNEs, of my State, Chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture in the House, and myself have been working abso-
lutely in harmony. He introduced this the first day of the session,
simply putting cattle under the Agricultural Adjustment Act as
a basic commodity, Later on they worked out this plan of ap-
propriation, so I did not amend my bill but waited till the House
got its bill in shape, and I am now here asking the committee
to report the House bill.

The CrARMAN. So that when his bill is reached on the calendar
he can substitute the House bill for his bill.

Senator McGiuL. I agree that this is a better bill; that we had
better provide for this appropriation. The only thing that is in
my mind here is whether we should not make it possible to levy a
processing tax; whether that is a detriment rather than a benefit,
either to the hog or the cattle industry.

Senator Frazier. The Department is g that processing tax
out; and if they are going to try it out on hogs, it seems to me
there would be the chance to make it more effective if we include
cattle. I thought so last spring when we had the executive session
and voted to put cattle in at that time.

Senator ConNNALLY. Let me say, Senator McGrr, that if they
have the power to put the processing tax on, they do not have to
do it; but if they go along and find later that it is necessary and
they have got no power to do it under the legislation, then we are
tied up agaln. 8o why not report the bill and give them the
power and let them work it out with the cattle and dairy people?

Senator McGrLL. Would you have any objection to putting hogs,
pork, under the same category here as you do cattle?

Senator CoNNALLY, Are they not there now?

Senator Frazier. They are now.

Senator McGrrr. No. They have to have a processing tax, do
they not?

Senator Frazier. They have; yes.

Senator McGiiL. In order to have any money. We are making
an appropriation here for cattle and we are not for hogs.

The CHAIRMAN. But you must remember that hogs are already
in the original bill. They are a basic industry.

Senator McGiLL. That i1s true.

The CuAmMAN. And they are coming in to be taken care of
just as this bill here provides, and they have apportioned in this
bill $200,000,000 for the purpose of putting that industry in the
same category as the others.

Senator Carper. The ‘processing tax i{s now pald by the hog
raiser. The allotments here are to be pald out of the Public
Treasury, which is all right with me,

Senator McGiin, The point I am getting at is this: That it
only applies to cattle—beef cattle and dairy cattle. Now, if we
are going to appropriate money here for the cattle and dairy
industries, I think we ought to appropriate it for the hog industry.

Senator CarpeEr. They ought to be on the same basis.

Senator McGiuL. That is the point I am getting at.
have any objection to that?

Senator ConNNALLY. I do not know hardly what to say about
that. Of course, I should like to get the bill up just as it is,
but I would have no objection to offering an amendment on the
floor. I would not object to it. I should like to get this out
quickly, so that we can get some action on it, because I have
assurances of the leadership that we can get this bill up pretty
promptly if we can get it out. :

Senator Burow. You do not know what the attitude of Secre-
tary Wallace is toward it? :

Senator ConnaLLY. He is for it. As I stated a while ago, Sena-
tor, we had a meeting last December, and this is the Wallace
plan. This is his proposal. He 1s thoroughly for it. We had a
big meeting of the cattle and dairy men, and Secretary Wallace
really proposed this, This Is an administration measure.

Senator CAPPER. As it stands now, he is not planning to levy
this processing tax on the cattle raiser.

Senator ConnaLLy. He is going to call a conference, Senator, as
soon as the bill 1s enacted, of the cattle and dairy people and
work out some plan that they hope will be agreeable to all in-
terests. I cannot say what that plan is going to be, but he cannot
do that unless he has got this authority, Senator. Unless we pass
this legislation he cannot do anything.

Would you
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Senator CapPEr. There is a general protest throughout our part
of the country against this processing tax being passed back to
the producer.

Senator ConNaLLY. I know.

Senator Carper. And that is what is being done.

Senator Frazier. That was not the intention of the original bill.

Senator McGmur. But that is what happens.

Senator ConnaLry. But they are learning some lessons out of
that, and are trying to avoid that situation with regard to this
particular product.

Senator Frazier. There was a group of representatives of the
dairy interests of those Middle and Northern States down here 2
or 3 weeks ago. I had two or three conferences with them and
the rest of our group out there, and we also went down to see
the Secretary at that time. They wanted 200,000,000 appro-
priated for dairy cattle alone at that time.

Senator Conwnarry, They worked that out with the Secretary, I
am sure.

Senator Frazier. Their plan was to have $200,000,000. There

. are some States that have not cleaned up on the tuberculosis of

their dairy cows. They wanted that cleaned up. Then they sug-
gested that surplus dairy cows be purchased by the Government
out of this money and distributed to Indian reservations where
they did not have any cows, just for the individual families, not
in competition in the dairy business, and to some of the southern
cotton farmers who did not have any cows—renters, I suppose—
to distribute down through there, to take this surplus of dairy
cows out of production at present. That was their plan, and the
Secretary was quite favorable to it, although he was not sure
whether we could get that amount of money or not, and I am
satisfied that when this bill gets on the floor of the Senate they
will attempt to amend it to increase that amount for dairy cattle.

Senator ConmaLry. Well, they may. But this has the hearty
approval of the Secretary and the administration,

The CHAIRMAN. Senator CONNALLY, we are very much obliged to
you for coming in and this statement. This meeting was
called and witnesses have been subpenaed on this other matter.

Senator Frazier. Can we vote on this bill right now? I think
everybody understands it.

Senator Conwarry. I wish we could.

Senator McGrLL. It is subject to any amendments we want to
offer on the floor?

Senator CowwnaLLY, Certainly.

The Cmamrman, I will put the motion to report the bill.

(The motion was put and carried.)

The motion is carried, and it is so ordered.

Senator ConwarLrLy. I am certainly very grateful to you, Mr.
Chairman and members of the committee.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, there is a committee
amendment pending; but I desire to say that I wish to offer
a substitute for the committee amendment. I will not press
the matter for the moment, however.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator may do that at any
time. The question is on the committee amendment.

Mr., VANDENBERG and Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana ad-
dressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, am I correct that
this is the first basic commodity written into the Agricul-

tural Adjustment Act for which a direct appropriation has.

been proposed?

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator mean since the enact-
ment of the measure?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. So far as'I know, this is the first
amendment of the Agricultural Adjustment Act adding a
commodity.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Or in the act itself? Is there any
basic commodity in the act itself which is not wholly de-
pendent upon processing taxes for its revenue?

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, yes! In the original act, as 1
understand, funds were provided in somewhat similar fash-
ion to this amendment, for instance in the cotton campaign
and in the hog and other campaigns, which were subse-
quently reimbursed through processing taxes.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Precisely. It was a revolving fund
for the purpose of reimbursement subsequently?

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall say to the Senator that if he
were here yesterday, he will recall that it was stated that
under this bill the Agricultural Administrator will have
power to levy a processing tax to reimburse the Government
for this appropriation.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I was here yesterday, and that is
what disturbs me, because when one of the Senators asked
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the Senator from Texas something about the processing
tax, the Senator from Texas interrupted to say, “If it
ever levied.”

Mr., CONNALLY. I did.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Indicating a possibility that under
the Senator's prospectus there will be no processing tax.

Mr, CONNALLY. No; on the other hand, Senators who
occupied the other position and did not want any processing
tax tried to get an admission from the Senator from Texas
that there would be none levied; and he expressly stated that
that was a matter that the Secretary would determine after
the enactment of the bill and the outlining of the program.
I do not know whether the Secretary will levy a processing
tax or not.

Mr, VANDENBERG., Would it be fair, then, to say—and
I am only seeking information—that under the bill as it
stands it would rest within the authority of the Secretary
to use this $200,000,000 in the nature of a bounty if he so
saw fit?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not think he could do it as a direct
bounty, but he could do it if he expended it in carrying
out any of the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Mr. VANDENBERG. And he could do it without reim-
bursement? 3

Mr. CONNALLY. I rather think he could expend it in
carrying out the act, but not in paying benefits directly.

Mr. BORAH, Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. Why was it not thought wise to determine
definitely by the terms of the bill whether or not a process-
ing tax should be levied? Why should we leave it open?
It seems to me that as a matter of fairness to the cattle in-
dustry we should know where we are going,

Mr. CONNALLY. Of course, that is a matter of policy
that the Senate can easily determine; but the bill simply
puts cattle under the act along with other commodities, to
be treated just as all other commodifies have been treated
under the previous legislation.

Mr. BORAH. In view of the policy which has been
adopted with reference to other commodities, we would be
justified in assuming that the same policy ‘would be carried
out with reference to cattle, and therefore that a processing
tax would be laid. Would not that be reasonable?

Mr. CONNALLY. It is reasonable to assume that there
will be a processing tax, I cannot say that there will be or
that there will not be; but let me read to the Senator the
proposed amendment which I shall offer as a substitute for
the Senate committee amendment. It is to go in on page 2,
line 2. This has reference to the appropriation:

With respect to the dairy- and beef-cattle industries, to carry
out any of the purposes described in subsections (a) and (b): of

this section (12), and to support and balance the markets for the
dairy- and beef-cattle industries.

That makes the appropriation available to carry out any
of the purposes of section 12, subsections (a) and (b),

Several Senators addressed the Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas
yield the floor?

Mr. CONNAILY, I do not care to occupy further time of
the Senate.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, just a moment before the
Senator takes his seat. I call atiention to the statement of
the Secretary, who says:

I can agree with you, Congressman Horg, that through a great
program, invelving a vast expenditure of time and money that It
will require the sympathetic cooperation of the great bulk of the
cattlemen to make it really effective, And I am inclined to think
that it might be just as well, in case of the cattlemen, to make
cattle a basic commodity now and after that let the thing lay
there until next fall, do nothing, just let the cattlemen suffer from
low prices, go ahead and let the whole thing wait to see whether
they want a processing tax; let them stew and see how the corn-
hog thing comes out, and next fall formulate something, if they
want to go without the processing tax, and next fall, when hog
prices go up and there has been an increase in hog production
and consumption of hog meat and perhaps a shift to the con-
sumption of beef and a compensatory tax is put on cattle, then I
think they would like to have the bill, making cattle a basic
commodity, so they can avoid the compensatory tax going on
cattle.
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Just what does the Senator understand by that?

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator understands that the Sec-
retary was answering the contention of those particular
cattlemen who wanted all the benefits of the act, and yet
wanted to be guaranteed that there never would be a
processing tax. He was replying to that attitude.

Mr. BORAH. AsIunderstand the statement of the Secre-
tary, it indicates very clearly that he intends to levy a proc-
essing tax.

Mr. CONNALLY. I so stated yesterday, that he had the
power. I do not know whether he is going to do it or
whether he is not. I cannot speak for the Secretary in ad-
vance; but it is clear that under the bill he has the power
to do it if he sees fit to do so. I stated that yesterday re-
peatedly, and I reaffirm it today.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, before I yield the floor,
I desire to appeal to Senators to let us get along with this
bill, It is my hope to have it passed today; and I hope Sen-
ators will not interpose and discuss extraneous matters if
they can avoid doing so.

Mr. MURPHY and Mr. NORRIS addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield first to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, with respect to the appro-
priation of $200,000,000, this colloquy occurred in the Senate
Committee on Agriculfure and Forestry, with Mr. Davis
present:
m&a&gor MurraY. How do you propose to recover this $200,-

Mr. Davis. We have not gone into that phase of it, Senator.
This appears to be an authorization for an outright appropriation.
In that respect, that is a good deel like the $100,000,000 in the
amendment last year. It was out of any money not otherwise
appropriated.

Senator MurrHY. You do intend to impose processing taxes?

Mr, Davis. Yes, sir.

Senator MurrHY. You do not know when you will impose them?

Mr. Davis. We would have to impose them when the program
first begins, and that should be regarded, I think, as a supplement

to the income from processing taxes, so that more money can go
out to the farmer, rather than substitute the price.

Mr. BORAH, Mr. President, may I interrupt there?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield fo the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. May I ask the Senator from Iowa if Mr.
Davis was representing the Agricultural Department? 5

Mr. MURPHY. Yes; he was.

Mr. BORAH. That leaves no kind of doubt as to what
the plan is, it seems to me.

Mr. MURPHY. I have not any doubt in my own mind,
I will say to the Senator, that under this bill the purpose
and intent of the Agricultural Administration are to impose
a processing fax.

Mr. BORAH. I do not think anyone could have any doubt
in view of the statement of Mr. Davis.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Davis left no doubt of that fact in
my mind at the meeting of the committee.

Mr. CAREY and other Senators addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Does the Senator from Texas
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. CAREY. I should like to ask the Senator from Iowa
whether Mr. Davis did not also admit at the hearing that
if processing taxes were imposed, they would be passed on
to the producer rather than to the consumer? Does the
Senator recollect his testimony?

Mr. MURPHY. I would not quote Mr, Davis as saying
that; but Mr. Davis did resist the contention that the
processing tax had been passed on to the producer, insist-
ing that there was a twilight zone, and that nobody could
determine where the tax went.

Mr. CAREY. It has been admitted that when prices are
low, the producer must necessarily assume that tax.

Mr. MURPHY. That is my contention,

Mr. GEORGE and Mr. CAPPER addressed the Chair.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield first to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to say that in the
Public Works section of the National Recovery Act an
appropriation of $100,000,000 was carried last year to enable
the Agricultural Adjustment Administrator to administer
that act. When the hill was passed, and the question of
imposing a processing tax upon certain of the basic com-
modities originally included in the Agricultural Adjustment
Act was before the Secretary of Agriculture, the very defi-
nite position was taken that the Secretary would impose
the processing tax, and he did impose the processing tax,
although there were repeated and most earnest and insist-
ent requests that the processing tax on certain of the basic
commodities covered by the operations of last year, par-
ticularly cotton, be deferred for the time being., As I
understood, the Secretary of Agriculture took the position
that he was, if not legally bound, at least morally obli-
gated to impose the processing tax for the purpose of reim=-
bursing the Treasury, as well as for the purpose of carrying
on the operations of the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-
tration under the Adjustment Act.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. HAYDEN. I desire to ask the Senator from Georgia
a question. A processing tax was levied on cotton, as I
understand.

Mr. GEORGE. It was levied on cotton.

Mr. HAYDEN. Does the Senator feel that the tax was
passed on to the producer of cotton?

Mr. GEORGE. Well, that question would lead to quite a
good deal of debate.

Mr. HAYDEN, The statement was made a moment ago,
on the other side of the aisle, that it was generally conceded
that the producer paid the processing tax. If that was in-
variably so, it would be frue with respect to cotton. The
price of cotton has advanced, as I understand.

Mr. GEORGE. The price of cotton has advanced, but my
own judgment is that the producer of cotton paid the proc-
essing tax last year, as a matter of fact.

Mr. HAYDEN. Was that a temporary situation?

Mr. GEORGE. I do not think so.

Mr. HAYDEN. I ask that question because it has been
said that, while the producer might pay the processing tax
temporarily, with respect to hogs it was stated that by next
fall it is hoped the price of hog products will have so ad-
vanced that the tax will not be a burden to the producer.

Mr. GEORGE. I want to say in answer to the Senator
from Arizons that the cotton farmers have received benefits
under the Adjustment Act, beyond all doubt, and under
other administrative measures taken during the year 1933.

Mr, HAYDEN. In the judgment of the Senator from
Georgia, would the price of cotton be now as high if no
processing tax had been levied?

Mr. GEORGE. I do not think the processing tax had a
great deal to do with it. I think that other things that
were done, wholly outside and irrespective of any processing
tax, have had more to do with the price of cotton. But the
benefits were given to the cotton farmer. In the first in-
stance, they were made immediately available out of the
hundred million dollars appropriated, but, at the same time,
the processing tax was levied; and my own opinion—and
I believe it to be the opinion of those engaged in the cotton
business generally—is that the producer himself probably
absorbed the tax last year.

Mr. HAYDEN. But the producer could afford to do that
if he received a higher price for his cotton?

Mr. GEORGE. He did receive a higher price, and he
received certain definite and distinct benefits through vari-
ous operations undertaken.

Mr, HAYDEN. Mr. President, my reason for asking the
question is that I have received the following telegram from
the president of the Arizona Cattle Growers Association:
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Arizona Cattle Growers Assoclation has no serious objection
cattle belng made basie commodity, but object strenuously to
processing tax on beef, because, as beef is competitive commodity,
tax would immediately be taken off price of cattle same way it has
been taken off price of hogs. With cattle market at present low
level, any further reduction in income from sales would be added
burden which the industry is unable to stand.

J. M. CARTWRIGHT,
President Arizona Catile Growers Association.

I am trying to find out from the expressions of the Sen-
ator from Georgia how the processing tax worked with re-
spect to cotton, and whether we could entertain the hope
that the operation of the entire plan would ultimately effect
an increase in the price of beef, so that the producers of
livestock will be benefited rather than injured.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Find out how it worked in the case
of hogs. That is the better way of ascertaining the probable
effect in the case of cattle.

Mr. GEORGE. It is a debatable question, and I have
given the Senator the benefit of my own opinion.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Texas yield to me?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. In reply to the Senator from Arizona, I
will say that there is a fundamental difference between the
processing tax on cotton and the processing tax on hogs and
beef. That difference lies in the fact that cotion is not a
perishable commodity, while beef and hogs are perishable
commodities,

I think it is a fundamental truth that if a processing
tfax is imposed on a perishable commodity of which there
is a surplus production, inevitably that tax is taken out of
the producer, and we will not be able to collect it from the
consumer until such time as the supply falls short of the
demand.

The price of beef will be depressed by a processing tax,
as the price of hogs was depressed by a processing tax, and
the price of beef now being so low, it ought not to be driven
lower, and we ought to give discretion to the Department of
Agriculture in the imposition of the tax. I myself would
make it mandatory, if there were any way of doing it, and
provide that the processing tax should not be imposed until
such time as consumption should make it possible to raise
the price.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr., President, I send the proposed
amendment to the desk and ask that it be read for the in-
formation of Senators.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The clerk will read.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 2, in lines 2 and 3, it is pro-
posed to strike out the words “to make advance rental
and/or benefit payments with respect thereto” and to in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: “ to carry out any of the
purposes described in subsections (a) and (b) of this see-
tion (12) and to support and balance the markets for the
dairy- and beef-cattle industries.”

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, in connection with the ques-
tion we have just been discussing, as to where the incidence
of this tax will finally lie, I have before me a letter from
Swift & Co. with reference to the processing tax on hogs.
A farmer in EKerkhoven, Minn., droppsd a postal card to
Swift & Co. asking for information, and they replied to him
as follows:

Dear Siz: Replying to your post card of February 8, it was un-
doubtedly intended by the framers of the law that the processing
tax on hogs would be paid by the consumer in the form of
higher prices. The packer on whom the tax is first assessed
was supposed to pass it along.

So far as we are able to tell, it has been impossible to get
higher prices from consumers as & result of the tax. What con-
sumers will pay for pork depends upon their incomes, as has
recently been shown by the United States Department of Agri-
culture. Since the imposition of a tax on hogs does not in-
crease the consumer’s purchasing power, it does not enable the
packer to get more for his pork products. ;

As you know, pork is highly perishable and must be sold for
what the consuming public will pay, whether the price is satis-
factory or unsatisfactory. The same is not true of other less
perishable products like wheat, cotton, and tobacco, where it has
been found possible to pass along processing taxes In the form
of higher prices. The packer is in a position where he must sell
at a market determined for him by the purchasing power of
consumers,
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In effect the processing tax has been an added expense to the
packer and has had the effect, like he pays for hogs and what
he is able to get for pork products. The packer’s margin is not
wide enough and never has been to enable him to bear the tax
himself. It has therefore made the price of hogs lower than
it would otherwise have been.

In my judgment, that is preeisely what would happen with
reference to cattle.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, does not the Senator believe
that if the $2.25 processing tax which is being imposed
were not imposed, the producer would be receiving that
additional money in the price of his hogs?

Mr. BORAH. I should think so.

Mr. CAREY. I think so. I think it is simply taken out
of the price.

Mr. BORAH. Undoubtedly the packers are taking it out
of the price of hogs.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, is it not the opinion of
the Senator from Idaho that the higher we make the price
of hogs, through any process, whatever it may be, the less
consumption of hog meat there will be?

Mr. BORAH. Undoubtedly. What has happened is that
they have passed this tax on to the producer of hogs. He
has paid it, and the price of his hogs is that much lower.

CANCELATION OF AIR-MAIL CONTRACTS—OPERATIONS OF N.R.A,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, referring
again to the ruthless cancelation of the air-mail contracts
by the administration, and the tragic results which followed
the Executive order directing the Army fliers to carry the
mails, I have an editorial, published in the Logansport Press
a day or two ago, under the caption: “ Farley, Air Mail, and
Death ”, which I ask to have read from the desk by the
clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Georce in the chair).
Without objection, the clerk will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

[From the Logansport (Ind.) Press]
FARLEY, AIR MAIL, AND DEATH

What mail do the Army planes carry one half so precious as
the lives of the fiyers?

When Postmaster General Farley launched his age-old political
trick of the ins bullding themselves up by showing the short-
comings of the outs, he visioned the drama, the snap, the head-
lines, the partisan plaudits, the * turn the rascals out!”

Always with himself basking beneath the halo of the good and
faithful servant of the public.

And, to show that he, Postmaster General Farley, is a man of
infinite resource he had his alternative ready for the time when
commercial flying of the mail should cease, * The Army will fiy
the maill "

Terse, dramatic, looked good In headlines—but it meant death
and disaster to boys who bravely jump at a task set them by a
fat, sassy, plausible politician safely on the ground.

All the mail carried is not worth one of the lives that have
been lost.

Why, in the name of humanity, did the Postmaster General
have to fix on this homicidal alternative? Is this ghastly thing
also a product of the * brain trust »?

Suppose the Postmaster General felt it his duty to cancel the
contracts to fly the mail—what then?

Is there law requiring that this circular and that market letter
and this pep letter to salesmen be carried in the air?

Why could it not have been carried as mail has always been
carried up until a few years ago?

Is industry so bocming, is business so rushing, that the trains
could not handle it, at least until the flyers were trained in the
courses and the new work set to them?

In the greatest years of boom prosperity the mail seemed to
get there on trains. Business was a whole lot better and faster
than it is now. And the mail was heavier.

What emergency exists to throw untrained flyers into the break
of political scandal? Whether or not Postmaster Farley was right
or wrong in revoking the air-mail contracts is not the question.

The question is: Why, In the name of God, he cannot put the
mail on the trains until this matter is settled or until his Army
flyers have a chance for their lives?

Postmaster Farley before becoming a statesman and a king
maker was a member of the New York Boxing Commission. It
wes a lousy, corrupt thing dealing with the dregs of humanity
and his record for a short turn and a crosscut was an odorous
thing on all the sports pages of America.

Someone, some person, should tell him that he cannot send a
clean-cut American boy aloft to certain death with the same
nonchalance that the boxing commission sent * set-ups” into
the boxing ring to be brutally beaten in order to build up the
reputation of some favored slugger in whose fistic destiniss some
of Farley's political cronies held an interest.
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President Roosevelt is a genuine humanitarian. Bix fiyers have
already been done to death in this crazy, irrational thing. We
belleve that the man who can grieve for the afflicted child can
also feel for the relatives of these boys who are sent into un-
known and needless danger as pawns on the politician chess-

Until the Government is prepared with experienced mail fiyers
let the mail be carried on trains, on auto—even by horse and
buggy—rather than this holocaust which has a Nation wondering
“who will be next? "

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana., Mr. President, further, in
connection with the cancelation of the air-mail contracts,
there was published on the front page of the Washington
Star, Monday, March 5, 1934, an article by the Associated
Press, the headlines of which read as follows:

Morgan revealed air-stock seller as cancelation of pacts neared.
Evidence 4,500 shares of United Alrcraft was disposed of is given

to Senate committee. *“Leak” among Federal officials being
hunted.

I will read this much of the story:

Evidence that J. P. Morgan, head of the big house

his name, sold a block of 4,500 shares of United Alrcraft

stock within 2 weeks before Government cancelation of the air-

mail contracts, was presenfed today to the Senate Banking
Committee.

Morgan’s name was on a list—submitted to the committee by
the New York Stock Exchange—of those who sold more than
1,000 shares of the air-transport stocks from a long position
within the 2 weeks before cancelation.

Then further down in the article appears this item:

Morgan was listed as selling the 4,500-share block of United
Aircraft through Richard Whitney & Co.

So it appears, Mr. President, that the international
bankers knew all about the proposed cancelation before it
took place. It would be interesting to know how the House
of Morgan learned that the contracts were to be canceled.
Evidently the money changers have not been driven out of
the temple.

I note in another part of the article it is said that James
Seligman also sold 800 shares of United Aircraft, 12,400
shares of Curtiss-Wright, and 5,200 shares of Douglas Air-
craft. I understand James Seligman is of the Seligman
Banking House, with which Mr. Earle Bailie was connected,
the Mr. Bailie who was the right-hand man of the present
Becretary of the Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau, until the lat-
ter’s confirmation itself was held up by the Senate Finance
Committee until he should get rid of Bailie. Evidently the
Seligmans, as well as the international bankers generally,
knew all about the proposed cancelation.

All this, Mr. President, is certainly food for thought for
the American people in connection with one of the most
ruthless, high-handed actions ever taken by an administra-
tion in the history of this or any other country.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana., I yield.

Mr. LONG. I wonder if the Senator did not know that
in the case he was speaking of the bankers were just pur-
suing an ordinary course. It is nothing out of the ordinary,
I should like to call the Senator’s attention to the fact that
when the bankers discovered what was being done in Cuba,
and the Chase National Bank’s confidential report showed
that the loans were being carelessly spent and that the
funds were being sguandered, and when all the other il-
legalities that were being committed by Machado were dis-
covered by them, the result was that they promoted a little
stock offering to the public and cleared the vaults of the
Chase National Bank of the Cuban securities and put them
out to the public. The bankers are now fixing to see if they
can clear up this air-mail business, penalizing the general
public in order to take care of the matter. If is only cus-
tomary with these big men that when they wish to cancel
out something they have, they pawn it off on the little man
a few days ahead of the time an unfavorable situation be-
comes known. I think the Senator is just wasting time in
discussing it. If is nothing out of the ordinary.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I thank the Senator for his
observation.
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Mr, President, there are other concerns that evidently
sold the aircraft stock with advance knowledge, There was
published last night in the Washington Star a long list of
the short sellers, the names of whom I shall not mention
at this time.

It now develops, Mr. President, that in connection with
the so-called “air probe” one man, at least, close to the
administration, has had enough of it, and complains rather
bitterly. Last night the Washington Star carried a story,
again by the Associated Press, with the following headline:

James Roosevelt assails air probe. Declares Democrats on com-
mittee owe apology to Adams.

The story follows:

LowseLL, Mass,, March 6.—James Roosevelt, in an address before
the combined service clubs of this city last night, described as
* absolutely silly " that phase of the air-mall contract investigation
involving Charles Francis Adams, former Secretary of the Navy.

He declared the probe has become *focused on personalities”,
and added that Democratic members of the investigating commit-
tee owe the former Hoover cabinet member an apology for sum-
moning him to Washington.

James Roosevelt is the son of the President of the United
States. So much for that, Mr, President.

While I am on my feet I desire to mention an incident
that took place with reference to the N.R.A. A great deal
was said here yesterday and the day before about the ac-
complishments of the administration during the past year.
Much has been made of it by members of the Democratic
Party and representatives of the President on this floor and
elsewhere. But apparently all is not well.

I suppose the cornerstone of the President’s recovery pro-
gram, probably the foundation for it all, is the NR.A. It has
been brought out on the floor of the Senate by distinguished
Members of this body and by others throughout the coun-
try that the N.R.A. works under the present set-up in the
interest of big business, but the liftle business interests
throughout the country are finding small opportunity under
this despotic sway. Evidently the President knows that by
this time.

At the end of the first year of the present administration
the President addressed a great assembly of business men
and citizens in this city, in the Auditorium. Anyone would
have thought, if all we read be true of the great recovery
that has taken place, that that audience would have warmed
up to the occasion. As a matter of fact, the Washington
Daily News, which has been very friendly to the adminis-
tration, published a report of that meeting which was ad-
dressed by the President. The meeting must have been very
disappointing to the administration, from the story that
appears in this newspaper which is so very friendly to the
administration. The article is written by Martha Strayer
and is entitled:

ROOSEVELT AUDIENCE WEARS POEER FACE, SITS ON HANDS

I send the article to the desk and ask that it may be read
by the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the
article.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

[From the Washington Daily News, Mar, 5, 1934]
ROOSEVELT AUDIENCE WEARS POKER FACE, SITS ON HANDS
By Martha Strayer

Presldent Roosevelt will never face a tougher audience than the
4,000 American business leaders who heard him open the big code
conference today at Constitution Hall.

They brought along their poker faces and sat on their hands,

They made one of the most amazing gatherings of the Roosevelt
or any other administration.

Every seat of the 4,000 in Constitution Hall was taken, and
there were two overflow meetings of people who wanted to get in
and couldn’t. Outside the doors were other hopeful souls who
asked ticketholders, sotto voce, if they had any extras they weren't
using.

Inside there was the Marine Band, in scarlet coats, out of sight
in the orchestra pit and playing a concert for the half hour before
the President arrived.

On the stage were Frances Perkins, Frances Robinson, Demo-
cratic Cabinet members, Senators, and others high in official life.

In the boxes were Cabinet members' wives, and other well-
dressed women.
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On the main floor and in the balconles were rows and rows and
rows of men, with a very small scatfering of women.

The meeting was opened like a session of Congress, with a prayer
by Senate Chaplain Z¢Barney Phillips.

An elevated platform was in the middle of the orchestra, sup-
porting at least half a dozen sound-picture machines and
operators.

There were Klieg lights above to play on the President, and
flashlights of many exploding camera bulbs.

“The President of the United States ", said Gen. Hugh Johnson,
introducing Roosevelt.

The President began.

It was 5 minutes before he got even a flicker of applause.

He said, to an accompaniment of deep silence:

“ For your support I give you my thanks."

When he quoted a question which has been much on the lips
of American people, answering critics of NR.A.:

“Well, what do you suggest? " there was a spontaneous burst of
laughter.

‘When he said:

“ One thing is very certain: We are not going back either to old
conditions or old methods ", Senator GeorGce Norris led the ap-
plause which came closer to rocking the building than at any
other time in the s .

The meeting was held up after his address until General John-
son could return after accompanying the President to the overfiow
gatherings. :

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, evidently
among the people themselves, if we get away from the bally-
hoo of the administration and the propaganda, certain fea-
tures of the program, notably the basic structure—the
N.R.A.—are not so popular with the country.

This morning there is published in the Washington Herald
an editorial on the front page entitled, “ Government by
Personal Whim Is Despotism.” I shall not read it all, but
just a paragraph or two, and then ask that the entire edi-
torial may be incorporated in the REcorp in connection with
my remarks. Some of these statements are startling:

We are advancing fast toward absolutism. We are retreating
fast from constitutional democracy.

Encroachment after encroachment upon popular liberties follow
one another.

Usurpation leads to further usurpation of dictatorial authority.

The President seems to think he can easily enlarge his already
extended powers by merely weaving into a request for new au-
thorizations some passing reference to the “ existing emergency "

and the “ prevailing unemployment.”
This is the familiar balustrade upon which he again leans in

casually asking Congress for power personally to negotiate and’

conclude tariff treaties without their submission to the Senate
for ratification, without recommendation or guidance by the
Tariff Commission, without check from any quarter, without the
concurrence of any other person or official body, without revealed
method or proven principle or established precedent or even
thorough survey of the facts.

Autocratic authority is so substituted for constitutional pre-
rogatives and procedure.

The President becomes th4e panjandrum of American business,
with power, by personal treaties, independently of any action by
the representatives of the people, to raise or lower tariff rates 50
percent in all trade bargaining with foreign nations.

I shall read no more of the editorial, Mr. President, but I
want to point out at this juncture if the bill giving the Presi-
dent alone and single handed the power to deal with foreign
nations in tariff matters shall ever pass both Houses and
become a law, that will be the end of the war debts. If the
Congress should vote to him the complete power that is con-
cealed within the bill as proposed, then he would have abso-
lute authority to cancel the war debts, notwithstanding the
fact that the American people, to the extent of at least 90
percent, are opposed to any such procedure.

Let the Senate take warning, If that bill shall be enacted,
the majority in the Congress will be giving the President
of the United States the power, himself alone, without ever
referring it back to the Senate or the other House of Con-
gress, to do that thing against the interests of the people
of this country which Congress has solemnly said no Presi-
dent should do, namely, cancel the debts. I ask at this point
that the entire editorial, a part of which I have just read,
may be incorporated in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The editorial i as follows:

[From the Washington Herald, Mar. 7, 1934]

We are advancing fast toward absolutism. We are retreating
fast from constitfutional democracy. -
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Encroachment after encroachment upon popular liberties follow
one another.

Usurpation leads to further usurpation of dictatorial authority.

The President seems to think he can easily enlarge his already
extended powers by merely weaving into a request for new au-
thorizations some passing references to the * existing emergency "
and the “ prevailing unemployment.”

This is the familiar balustrade upon which he again leans In
casually asking Congress for power personally to negotiate and
conclude tariff treaties without their submission to the Senate for
ratification, without recommendation or guidance by the Tariff
Commission, without check from any quarter, without the concur-
rence of any other person or official body, without revealed method
or proven principle or established precedent or even thorough
survey of the facts.

Autocratic authority is so substituted for constitutional pre-
rogatives and procedure.

The President becomes the panjandrum of American business,
with power, by personal treaties, independently of any action by
the representatives of the people, to raise or lower tariff rates 50
percent in all trade bargaining with foreign nations.

Conceding the virtuous intentions of the President and without
dwelling upon the naive insensibility to business actualities re-
vealed in his proposals, it is manifest—clear beyond all shadow of
doubt—that this power should not be given at all.

The authority belongs to Congress and should be exercised by
Congress!

If Congress, in its servile desire to surrender its functions,
should confer more of its powers on the President, that power in
this instance should be limited strictly to the right to raise tariff
rates as a reprisal for prohibitive rates or quotas imposed by
forelgn nations on American products.
mg‘hta power would at least be the right to defend American
But the power to lower tariff rates 50 percent is the power to
destroy American industry!

It is the power to cripple the 95 percent of production and em-
ployment which supplies domestic markets in order to favor the
5 percent which competes in forelgn markets.

Such a policy is not only allowing the tail to wag the dog;
it is destroying the dog to save the tail.

And the tail would be utterly valueless without the dog, not
only in the simile but in the actuality.

There is another reason—although no other reason is needed
for not giving the President power to make these bargains with
foreign nations—and that reason is that the bargains will not be
scrupulously carried out by forelgn nations, most of which are
unreliable in their dealings with America, and some of which are
definitely dishonest.

The American Government is an utter innocent in the diplo-
matic field, and the foreign nations know it.

They borrow money of us and do not pay it. They make agree-
ments and do not keep them.

To use the popular phrase, they are sharpers and we are hicks.
‘We play their shell game and they make fools of us.

We buy their green goods and they laugh at us. We lose our
money, and they take it and spend it to compete with us.

We labor under a load of taxation inherited from their war,
and they show their appreciation by piling their taxation upon us
on top of our own.

They have not even the gratitude which a sharper should show
toward the simpletons who support him.

If we open our home markets to their goods, on thelr worthless
pledges, we will find that we have sacrificed American industry
and American labor for a bond that is without value, and a word
that is without honor.

Take Mr. Roosevelt’s historic apple swap, an example of in-
genious innocence which has never been matched in the whole
history of our fatuous foreign relations.

Under this arrangement the United States permits the entry of
some $10,000,000 worth of French wines and France agrees to
allow the importation of some $1,000,000 worth of American
apples.

For some reason or other even this one-sided agreement has not
operated reciprocally, various shipments of American apples hav-
ing been left to rot on the French docks or seek a market
elsewhere.

We confidently leaned again on the broken reed of French sin-
cerity and honest intent, and experienced the usual consequences,

What reason have we to believe or to hope that other bargains
would be more scrupulously kept, or that the United States can
ever depend on the pledges of nations which repudiate their debts
and dishonor their agreements?

The reaction of Congress to this startling proposal of the Presi-
dent's will be watched by thoughtful Americans with profound
concern.

Perhaps it is with the issue here presented that real recovery
in the United States will begin—the recovery of itself and its
self- the recovery of its constitutional rights, its inde-
pendence, and its liberty.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to call the Senator’s
attention to a really challenging hazard. Many of us were
constrained to object when the money bill permitted the
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Secretary of the Treasury, in his unaccountable and un-
audited wisdom, to play with $2,000,000,000 in the dark.
The domestic market is worth $90,000,000,000, and, if it was
hazardous to permit one executive to play with $2,000,-
000,000 in the dark, it is 45 times more hazardous to permit
another executive to play with $90,000,000,000 in the dark.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. The Senator is exactly
right, Mr. President, and I am grateful to him for the sug-
gestion. As a matter of fact, it is my opinion that the
Senate of the United States will never cease to regret the
day it turned over $2,000,000,000 of the people’s money to
the youthful Secretary of the Treasury with which to gamble
in the international poker game. The truth is that there
he sits in with those who know so much more about that
game than he does that there is no comparison. In my
opinion, inevitably the entire $2,000,000,000 will be lost, while
at the same time the veterans of the war are positively
refused any consideration as far as the $2,000,000,000 due
them is concerned. We turn that vast amount over fo a
young man, the Secretary of the Treasury, with utterly no
experience, to gamble away as he pleases for a period of 3
years, and even the Senate cannot question him as to what
he may do with it. Furthermore, as has been suggested, he
has no definite policy at this moment. He has $2,000,000,000
and does not know today what to tell the people he proposes
to do with it. He has, by his own statement, no policy of
any kind. So far have we drifted, Mr. President, from
safety.

LIMITATION OF INCOMES AND WEALTH

Mr. FESS obtained the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

Mr. FESS. I yield to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. I thought I had the floor. I beg the Sen-
ator’s pardon.

Mr. FESS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I want to call the attention of
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] and of the
Senate to Senate Joint Resolution 65 and Senate Resolution
113, which I have offered, and I want to ask that, following
the disposition of the present unfinished business, they be-
come the unfinished business of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the Senator from Louisi-
ans submitting a request for unanimous consent?

Mr. LONG. I am asking unanimous consent or I will ask
the consent of the Senate.

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President, what is the nature of the
Senator’s request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisi-
ana requests that, immediately following the disposition of
the pending bill, Senate Joint Resolution 65 and Senate Res-
olution 113 be taken up for consideration.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, for the information of the
Senator from Oregon, I will read Senate Resolution 113,
if the Senator from Ohio will permit me. It is as follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate of the United States,
and that it accordingly does Instruct the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, that it reform all revenue bills coming before it during
the Seventy-third Congress, so that no person shall have an an-
nual income in excess of $1,000,000; so that no person during his
or her lifetime shall recelve by gifts, Inheritances, or other be-
quests more than $5,000,000; and so that all estates sghall be lim-
ited so as not to exceed $50,000,000 to the person, all surplus
above such allowances to become payable to the Government, in
cash or In kind, on such terms as may be prescribed by said
Finance Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, this is a resolution which
expresses the sense of the Senate. It is not a resolution
that calls for any expenditure. It seems to me that the
better procedure would be that when the revenue bill reaches
the Senate the Senator offer his amendment to the bill
at that time.

I have no objection to the Senate expressing its sense
at any time. The resolution does not come within the cate-
gory of resolutions which first have to go fo a standing

B s e e oo e e it L e el 3 L e e

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

3889

committee. I think the better plan in this case would be
to wait until the revenue bill comes to the Senate and then
offer an amendment accordingly.

Mr. LONG. The purpose is to work out the matter in the
committee. In other words, it can be much more readily
worked out in the committee than on the floor of the Senate.
If the Senate decides to carry out the program which our
President has announced, then I propose to make the method
of its confirmation very practical rather than to undertake
to consider it on the floor of the Senate. It would save
much time. Perhaps my resolution will not be adopted,
though I very much hope it will not be defeated.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I feel precisely as does the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] that probably some
day we should vote upon the resolution. I protest the prac-
tice of piling unanimous-consent agreements one upon an-
other. I have no objection to making the resolution a spe-
cial order at some time. But we have a unanimous-consent
agreement under which we are now working. To add to
that another is not a practice which I am inclined to follow
and therefore I must object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. LONG. I ask the attention of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson]. We are recessing now from day
to day. What is before the Senate when we get through
with the bill in charge of the Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
NaLLyl? Is it the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Waterway
Treaty?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, there has
been no arrangement with reference to the order of busi-
ness beyond the present bill and beyond the arrangement
that at 2 o'clock today the Senate shall interrupt its con-
sideration of the present unfinished business to consider a
nomination on the Executive Calendar.

Mr. McNARY. Unguestionably the unfinished business is
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is not the unfinished
business in a technical sense, but there has been an agree«
ment made to vote on the treaty at a definite time.

Mr. McNARY. In a parliamentary sense it is the un-
finished business.

Mr. LONG. Then, one might demand the regular order at
any time?

Mr, McNARY. To enter into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment such as is now proposed would have the effect of
displacing the treaty. I think I have made my position clear
as to procedure,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. . The unfinished business
as a matter of fact and of law is the bill in charge of the
Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnaLry]. There is a unanimous-
consent agreement which implies an obligation to bring the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Waterway Treaty before the Sen-
ate whenever some Senator wishes to discuss it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair suggest that
the treaty is executive business and not legislative business.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; it is an executive
matter.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Arkansas yield for a suggestion?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON. Of course if we take an adjournment,
the resolution of the Senator from Louisiana could come
up during the morning hour. I have no doubt the Senator
from Arkansas will have no objection to having a morning
hour soon during which the resolution could be laid before
the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, I shall be very glad to
move an adjournment when the pending bill shall have been
disposed of.

Mr. HARRISON. I do not want to commit myself as to
whether or not I shall make a motion to table the resolu-
tion of the Senator from Louisiana or to refer the resolu-
tion to a committee, but it does seem to me it would be
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perfectly proper that we should have a morning hour some-
time soon when we could take it up for disposition.

Mr. LONG. The only trouble about that is that if my
resolution gets into the hands of the committee, the chair-
man of which is opposed to its consideration, it might never
again come back to the floor of the Senate. That is why
I want to get action on the floor of the Senate if I can.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I shall be glad to move an
adjournment of the Senate when the pending bill shall have
been disposed of. If it suits the convenience of the Senate
and the debate on the pending bill is to be prolonged some-
what indefinitely, I may do that earlier.
NOMINATION OF DANIEL D. MOORE—AGREEMENT FOR EXECUTIVE

SESSION

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I desire to submit a pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement. I ask unanimous
consent that at 2 o’clock on Friday, March 16, the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business and to
the consideration of the nomination of D. D. Moore to be
collector of internal revenue, district of Louisiana. The
nomination is now on the Executive Calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The unanimous-consent agreement was reduced to writing
and entered, as follows:

Ordered, That at 2 o'clock p.m. Friday, March 16, 1934, the
Senate shall go into executive session to consider the nomination
of Daniel D. Moore to be collector of internal revenue for the
district of Loulsiana.

INCLUSION OF CATTLE AS A BASIC INDUSIRY

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7478) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to
include cattle as a basic agricultural commodity, and for
‘other purposes.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, in reference to the bill which
is the unfinished business and which proposes to enlarge the
operations of the Agricultural Adjustment Act by amending
it so as to include cattle as a basic commodity, I only wish
to say that I cannot support the proposal. I do not want by
my vote or voice at any time to indicate that I approve,
first, of delegating to the Secretary of Agriculture such
-authority, and, secondly, after he has gotten it, of enlarging
it. I would take it away from him as soon as I could by
voting a repeal of the act which gave the authority in the
first place.

I was opposed originally to the passage of the act. It was
passed under the statement that it was to be purely an
‘emergency measure; that it was temporary in character, to
be repealed when the President declared the emergency
ended. But we are now being told from the highest circles
in the Government that the emergency legislation is not to
be temporary, but is to become permanent law, We need
not go further back than the statement on last Monday of
‘the President of the United States and consider what he
asked in reference to the control of industries in the country.

I should assume that any fair-minded person, considering
an experiment which had been such a hopeless and admitted
failure as the Agricultural Adjustment Act has been since
it has been operating, would not only concede the unwisdom
of the original act, but would be glad to vote to repeal it at
the earliest opportunity.

In relation to the operation of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act as to the several items that have been covered—
and Mr. Davis, who is the best authority on it, says of the
7 articles 6 have been covered—I know of no instances
where failure has been so glaring, and admittedly so, as in
this governmental experiment. We were first told that the
only way we could increase the price of commodities on the
farm was either by increasing the demand or decreasing the
production. I agree with that principle. That is a sound
economic announcement. The truth about the matter is
that prices cannot be determined by government. Of course,
we can say that the price shall be such a figure, but that
would mean a total divorcement between price and value.
Whenever price is artificially fixed with no respect to value,
it cannot be a success, as everyone must know. The diffi-
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culty about price fixing by the Government is that we yield
to impulse rather than to common sense, and we fix the

‘price not with regard to the value of the article, but with

regard to the convenience of obtaining a greater return in
order to be able to liquidate our debts.

Mr. LONG. Mr, Presidenf, I hope the Senator will par-
don me. I have tried to get the floor to propound an
inquiry.

Mr. FESS. Let me announce to my friend from Louisiana
that we are to go into executive session at 2 o’clock, and I
do not want my time before 2 o'clock to be used up.

Mr. LONG. I shall not use over a minute and a half.

Mr. FESS. I yield to the Senator,

Mr. LONG. I ask the attention of the sponsors of this
bill on both sides of the Chamber. I desire to find out
whether the formula upon which we were proceeding with
reference to the processing tax on hogs has been applied as
we were given to understand it would be.

This is from Mr. Mordecai Ezekiel. It is the table that
was to be applied to hogs under the processing tax. Says
Mr. Ezekiel:

The price for each month may be conceived as represented by a
small black ball, suspended above the line for its own date, at the
height of the average price for that month, and as far over from
right to left as indicated by the supply for that month. There
would necessarily be only one ball for each month. These balls,
however, would all be very close to the demand surface, a little
above it for those months when the actual price was higher than
the price as shown by the correlation formula and a little lower
for the months when the actual price was a little below the
estimated price. In general, however, it would be seen that the
demand surface approximated the position that these prices oc-
cupy as they were thus suspended through space and time.

[Laughter.]

I desire to find out whether or not this formula has been
applied.

Mr. FESS. I assume that it has been, because nobody
knows what has resulted from it except failure.

On the subject of hogs, we have the following statement
from Mr. Davis, found on page 1023 of the hearings before
the House Committee on Appropriations on this year’s ap-
propriation bill for the Department of Agriculture:

Our spring farrowings in 1933 were so heavy that it was evi-
dent that this winter was goilng to see a condition where farmers
could not even market the hogs that they would produce at any
price. That is what we were facing. 8o the farm groups set up
a committee, at our suggestion, which brought in a recommenda-
tion for an emergency purchase of a surplus of pigs under 100
pounds, and we bought 6,200,000 head in the late summer of 1933.

I should like to have my friend from Louisiana note this
formula.

The original proposal was to purchase 2,000,000 brood
sows and 4,000,000 small pigs and take them off the market.
When the Government agents came to purchase the pigs,
they offered such an attractive price that everybody was
willing to sell the pigs.

A friend and neighbor of mine, who is a large farmer,
decided that he would sell half of his pigs at the price that
was announced. His pigs averaged 50 pounds in weight,
for which he got $5.10 a head. He had a lot of old corn,
however, and he wanted to feed it, and he thought that
would be a profitable thing to do. So he retained one half
of his pigs, about 100 in number, and fed his corn 9 bushels
to the pig, and brought the 50-pound pigs to 210 pounds.
He had sold his 50-pound pigs for $5.10 a head, as I re-
member, He fed 9 bushels of corn a head to the others
and brought them to 210 pounds, and sold the 210-pound
hogs for 10 cents more than he had sold the 50-pound pigs
for. That is the way the program operates.

How did this come about? The farmer urged the sale
of his pigs at the high price; and the Government, instead
of purchasing 4,000,000 pigs, purchased, according to this
statement, 6,200,000 at the high price; and instead of pur-
chasing 2,000,000 brood sows, it purchased only 220,000. In
other words, the Department purchased 1,800,000 less brood
sows than the program because the farmer was not inclined
to sell a brood sow when he could sell a pig at such a high
price. The result was that with the purchase of these hogs
at a very high price the Government found that we had a
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greater amount of hogs for sale than we had previously had,
because the method adopted made it profitable for the
farmer not to sell the brood sows but to sell the pigs at a
high price.

That is the practical application of the effort to reduce
the quantity of pork.

I want to say frankly that I think the announcement of
the Secretary of Agriculture that the only way prices can
be increased normally is either to increase the demand or to
decrease the production is correct. The idea of increasing
the demand is the natural one, the rational one, but it is
very difficult to carry out. If we knew how to increase
consumption, whether by individual units or in the aggre-
gate, that would bring about an advance in the price of a
farm product; but there is a limit to the satisfaction of
appetite, especially for food. The only way in which the
demand for a food can be increased is to increase the pur-
chasing power of the individual who now purchases a quan-
tity below his desire. If we could put to work every individ-
ual who is unemployed, we should increase the demand; but
we all know that the power to increase the demand for
farm products is limited. No one knew that better than
the Secretary of Agriculture; so he decided that the relief
was not in the direction of increasing demand, but that it
lay in the direction of reduction of production.

No one knows better than the Presiding Officer at this
moment (Mr. Georee in the chair) how difficult it is to
bring about reduction of production when 6,000,000 people
are engaged as the producing agencies. Our Democratic
friends have been afraid of that method, and I have much
sympathy with the position they took. In their platform
of 1928 they announced what I regard as rather a sound
position. They say:

Industrial production is largely under human control, while
agricultural production, because of lack of coordination among
the 6,500,000 individual farm units and because of the influence
of weather, pests, and other causes, is largely beyond human
control,

Therefore they offered this announcement as a plank in
their platform against the effort to solve the agricultural
problem through reduction of production.

I have heard the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary], on
this side of the aisle, emphasize the difficully of undertaking
to limit production on the farm, first, because it is so diffi-
cult to do, and, secondly, because it might bring us to a posi-
tion where somebody would starve. It is very easy to see
that if we should reduce acreage, and then there should be
a bad crop, production might be so small that there would
not be enough foodstuffs produced in the United States to
satisfy our own demands.

I recognize that fact, and I mention it to indicate that,
although the program of the present Secretary of Agricul-
ture is along the line of reducing production, which would
be a basis for increase of price if it were successful, yet it is
rather a dangerous policy to establish as a fundamental
principle; but I am perfectly willing to go along with the
theory that reduction of production of agricultural crops
would definitely increase the price of the product. When,
however, we come to put the principle into practice, it
breaks down, because the desired result is so difficult to
bring about. In the first place, there is such a number of
units, disorganized and independent, that it is almost impos-
sible to get action, and, in the second place, if a farmer is
paid a sum of money to induce him to reduce his production
of any one of the commodities upon which the Agricultural
Adjustment Act operates, and it is made an advantage, from
a monetary standpoint, for him to reduce his acreage, lhvzz
can very easily, knowing that a good price is to follow, take
the money he receives and purchase fertilizer and cultivate
his land intensively, with the result that out of the reduced
acreage he will produce a greater crop than he produced
before his acreage was reduced. That is what has happened
with respect to cotton. We paid $160,000,000 to the cotton
farmers as an inducement to them to cut down cofton pro-
duction. Then we wake up to the fact that upon the reduced
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acreage they are producing a crop almost equal to what had
been produced before the acreage was reduced. That is
human nature, and the situation cannot be reached by
agreement. There are too many people involved in the
agreement.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr, President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. FESS. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The net result does not flow merely
from natural causes. It is, precisely as the Senator has indi-
cated, the result of human causes, and I point the Senator’s
attention to the fact that the Southern Railway announces
that it has hauled four times as much fertilizer this year as
ever before.

Mr. FESS. Precisely. If a farmer had 20 acres of wheat
last year, and was required to cut it to 15 acres, he could,
with a little money, purchase sufficient fertilizer to produce
on his 15 acres a greater yield of wheat than he did on the
20 acres, and the Government would have no right to inter-
fere with him if he should want to do it. In other words,
while I admit that the theory of reduction may be sound
as an economic principle, it is simply impracticable, as has
been shown in the cotton and hog experiments.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, does the Senator admit that
the reduction of acreage is sound in principle, at a time
when half the people in the world are hungry and ill clad?

Mr. FESS. I do not think I would want to admit that the
theory is sound. I mean that it is sound as a basis of
increasing prices.

Mr., BORAH. The purchasing power of people is con-
stantly falling as production falls. That is happening now,
and unless purchasing power is restored, or is at least kept
to the point where it now is, reduction serves no purpose in
the way of raising prices, because the farmer who reduces
his acreage will get a lower price for his product. It seems
to me that our problem is not reduction but restoration of
purchasing power to those whose purchasing power is now so
low that it causes what seems overproduction. If those who
need food could buy food, there would be no overproduction.

Mr. FESS. I think the Senator is correct in that respect.
My contention is that if the purpose is to increase the price,
if the quantity of the commodity produced is less, naturally
the price will be increased accordingly, but if the burden of
the purchaser is increased, then, of course, the price may
decrease. The Senator means that in the long run the
price will go down.

Mr. BORAH. What we do is to say that half the human
race is hungry and poorly clad, therefore we will destroy
food, and we will destroy clothing. Is that a sound prin-
ciple?

Mr. FESS. No. I recall what the Senator from EKansas
said the other day, to this effect, “ You cannot make me
believe, at a time like this, with so many people needing
food, that it is a sound principle to destroy food.” I think
the Senator from Idaho is absolutely correct. What I am
trying to bring out is that as an economic principle, if the
purpose is to increase the price, a reduction in the yield of
the product would naturally eventuate into that result.

Mr, President, in order to get away from the human ele-
ment, which takes advantage of an agreement such as has
been entered into by the Secretary of Agriculture, there is
a proposal to make it compulsory, and there is now before
this body a bill, which I am told is backed by 90 percent of
the cotton producers, intended to make the reduction of
acreage not the result of agreement but of law, with the
compulsion of law behind it.

If that is done as to cotton, it will be done as fo wheat,
it will be done as to corn, it will be done as to every basic
article under the adjustment plan, and if we proceed along
that line, the time will soon arrive when no farmer will puf
a plow in his field or turn ‘a single furrow without first get-
ting permission from a bureau here in Washington.

Mr. President, that sort of thing is within the possibilities;
the way is open for it, but I do not believe the American
people will stand for it 24 hours, when they realize what it
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involves. I am willing to concede, for the sake of argument,
that the purpose of the administration of this act seems to
be well grounded, but the practice is not good.

Reverting to what was said by the Senator from Idaho,
I have here an editorial, published September 2 last in the
Washington Post, which reads:

Under Secretary Wallace's plan to purchase 4,000,000 pigs under
100 pounds in weight by offering a special price which will remove
them from market competition next year when they would have
become full-grown porkers, the youngsters are being rushed to the
slaughter. Over 40,000 arrived in Chicago in 1 day, exceeding the
packing-house capacity by 5,000. Reports indicate that through-
out the country probably 1,000,000 piglets will be marketed by the
end of the first week.

The offer of a $4 flat premium on 1,000,000 sows exceeding 275
pounds in weight has not met with the same prompt response.

I am reading this editorial because it comments upon the
impracticability of the proposal.

Whether this is due to the fact that many sows are found to be
underweight, or, as Secretary Wallace is credited with g,
‘the farmers shrewdly anticipate more little pigs to sell next year,
has not been clearly determined. But there is no question about
the way the youthful progeny is rolling in, and it looks as though
Eh.czog il,UOD,DOO quota would be received by the deadline set for

The general program is to increase the market price of
hogs by from 25 to 30 percent, but that will apply to hogs sold
next winter. The desirability of selling young pigs now is calcu-
lated roughly in this way: If a 225-pound hog can be sold in 4 or
6 months at $6 per hundredweight, it would bring $13.50. The
emergency price for an average 60-pound pig now is $8 per hun-
dred pounds, or $4.80. To fatten this 60-pounder into a 225-pound
hog would necessitate feeding him some 16 bushels of 50-cent corn,

of $8, which, subtracted from next year's value of
us 50, leaves 85.50.

That is precisely what took place with this program. In-
stead of the price of hogs increasing the price of hogs has
been decreasing until, as was shown by the list submitted
to me by the Department of Agriculture, to which I referred
a few days ago, the price of hogs has gone below what it
was before the adjustment act was put into operation.

In order to give the Senate a clear picture of the situa-
tion, T want to read another editorial. This is also from
the Washington Post of September 25, last:

Some interesting facts are brought to light by a statement of
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration as to its hog-
slaughtering campaign. :

This covers the subject to which the Senator from Idaho
referred:

The Government has purchased approximately 3,675,000 swine,
from which have been cured 51,000,000 pounds of meat. The
average is a little better than 14 pounds of meat per plg.

I hope Senators will note that.

To get a clear picture of what the A.A A. has accomplished it is
necessary to break up these figures. Only a small portion of the
total number of pigs slaughtered is being converted into food.
About 36,000,000 pounds of meat have been cbtained from 600,000
pigs weighing from 80 to 100 pounds each and 75,000 sows have
ylelded 15,000,000 pounds of meat. This leaves 3,500,000 smaller
pigs with a total weight of about 159,000,000 pounds from which
no edible substances appear to have been saved.

If the average yield of meat per pig is no higher in the future
than it has been thus far, there is some doubt as to whether
the A.AA. will be able to supply the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration with 100,000,000 pounds of cured pork. Director
Hopkins has announced the allotment of that amount of pork
to the various States. But at present only 51,000,000 pounds of
meat are available.

Nearly 60 percent of the pigs called for in the Government's
program have been slaughtered. The deficiency might be made
up by larger purchases of heavier swine, but farmers are extremely
reluctant to part with their sows. Only 7.5 percent of the number
sought by the A.A A, agents have been purchased thus far.

In spite of this probable shortage, thousands of tons of pork
are going to waste. From the statement of A.A.A. authoritles it
appears that nothing has been salvaged from the slaughter of
2,900,000 pigs weighing less than 80 pounds, except 13,000,000
pounds of inedible grease and 13,000,000 pounds of fertilizer. The
Government has spent $13,000,000 for pigs of this type, or 50 cents
In some cases the undried

per pound for grease and fertilizer.
In other

tankage has been turned over to farmers on request.
cases it has been destroyed for lack of tankage facilities.

Mr, President, if we take the final statement of the adjust-
ment in connection with the hog program, it will be found
that the hogs, instead of costing the Government the amount
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it would ordinarily pay out to buy livestock will cost the
Government something like 32 cents a pound. When the
figures are analyzed to indicate what the Government
bought, what the Government did with what it purchased,
what the Government paid for what it purchased, and what
the Government received from the transactions, it will be
found that the cost to the Government will amount to some-
thing between 32 and 33 cents a pound.

Such, Mr. President, is, of course, the practice of the Gov-
ernment. It is naturally most wasteful and most extrava-
gant. When we talk about turning the business of industry
over to the management of the Government, such waste and
such extravagance is precisely what we are proposing to
bring about.

I will read, Mr. President, a letter which came in to me
today:

I have been rellably Informed that an amendment to the A.AA.
to include beef cattle as a basic commodity has been passed by the
House and is now up for consideration by the Senate. Allow me
to state that if the Government Is going to manage my business
and prevent my making any money, I will soon be asking the
Government for support.

I signed the corn-hog contract, largely because the farmers will
all pay the processing tax whether they sign or not; most farmers
realize this; hence the heavy sign-up. But not long ago I bought
a small bunch of cattle Intending to grass them. If cattle are
made a basic commodity, I suppose I will have to sell them or else
cancel the contract. There are plenty of farmers who think the
whole program Isn't right, but feel they are forced to sign.

Please use all the influence available to defeat this unjust
amendment.

Probably the farmer who wrote the foregoing letter does
not know the exact operation of the proposed amendment.
The cattle producers do not observe any increase in price,
in spite of the 60-cent dollar and in spite of what would
seem to be the only common-sense view, that if we cheapen
the dollar we naturally increase the price. Yet, in the face
of that, the price of livestock has gone down, and the
farmer is suffering. The farmer is coming here and asking
us to do something for him. If we have done it for others,
why should we not do it for him? There is not any reason
why it should not be done; that is, if it is proper to do it
for one, it will be proper to do it for the other. But at the
same time we objected to the processing tax, because it is
a sales tax, a sales tax on food, and it is a tax levied not by
Congress but by an arm of the Executive.

Others say that every article must stand on its own
feet; that, if we are going to do some favor for the farmer,
should there, on the other hand, be any loss, he must
suffer. Consequently, persons who do not like the process-
ing tax, and at the same time feel that if the Government
does something for the producers of one commodity it
ought to do it for others, are desirous of including cattle
in the Agricultural Adjustment Act but to exempt cattle
from the processing tax. I hardly see how that can be
done, Mr. President.

It is true that the processing tax, in the case of cattle,
very likely will not be assessed against the consumer. It
is likely to be assessed back to the producer, and, if it is—
and it probably will be done—then the inclusion of cattle in
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, with the processing tax,
would necessarily be an injury to the cattlemen greater
than that they are now suffering.

Yet how are we to make flesh of one and fowl of the
other? Why put the processing tax on the one and not
on the other? The whole program is artificial and should
never have been entered upon. On the other hand, it should
be repealed just as soon as Congress can do it.

Some people have the opinion that everyone is in favor
of this artificial proposal. That is a great mistake. I have
here a letter from a baker, as follows:

It would be just as fair for the Government to tell me, " In-
stead of baking 100 loaves of bread, you bake 80 loaves only, and
we will not only pay for the 20 you do not bake but also a higher
price for what you do bake.”

Thus setting aside every law of trade based upon supply
and demand.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President——
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. FESS. I yield.

Mr, DICKINSON. A most interesting suggestion came to
me the other day. The suggestion was that, in view of the
fact that we have overbuilt in many of our cities, the Gov-
ernment should assume the responsibility of paying rental
on 20 or 25 percent of the rental space for stores and for
offices and for all the other types of real estate suffering
the same slump as every other line of business, Is that not
just as logical as the other things that have recently been
done?

Mr. FESS. The Senator knows that that is not only
logical but if we pursue the course of socialism that we
have entered upon we shall be driven to do that thing.

I was somewhat amazed at the answer of Mr. Davis, who
is the best authority on the agricultural adjustment law,
I think, in Washington. When he was asked, “If we ap-
propriate $200,000,000, how will that ever be returned?”
his answer was, “I had not thought about it.” No, Mr.
President, that had not been thought of. Why think about
it? Why in these days think of any sum that comes from
the Treasury? If some use can be found for the money,
let us appropriate it. When asked the question, “How
will it be repaid? " the answer is, “ We had not thought of
it.” I would not expect them to; that is not their function.

The statement appears in a newspaper that payments to
farmers exceed the amounts received from them by $122,-
431,666. That statement is given out by the Associated
Press of February 27.

Mr. President, it is certainly a trite question to ask “ What
is to be the end of this program? ” We have had an experi-
ment with respect to hogs, a laughable mistake if it were
not so serious. We have made an experiment with respect
to cotton, an admitted blunder. We are now trying to
correct it in a way that will be very dangerous. Other ex-
periments have been tried and prices have gone up, but,
unfortunately for the proponents of the program, the com-
modities not covered by the A.A.A. have had a greater
increase in price than those in the A.ALA. That is what
the Senator from Idaho referred to a while ago when he
suggested that the price would not necessarily go up and
substantially remain up. Yet, in the face of this dismal
blunder, we are closing our eyes and saying, *“ Well, it is
an experiment; we do not have anything else to do, and
therefore we have decided we will not only do it but we
will continue it and will enlarge it.”

Mr. President, of course, while I have sympathy for the
livestock man, knowing that if we do take this action in one
case we will have to take it in others, I cannot vote for any
such amendment as the one now proposed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Haltigan, one of its clerks, returned to the Senate, in com-
pliance with its request, the bill (S. 2359) to provide for the
disposition of unclaimed deposits in national banks,

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I rise to a point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his
point of order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The hour of 2 o’clock hav-
ing arrived, the Senate has agreed to proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

Mr. FESS. I was aware of that, and so I stopped.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. McEELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters.

Mr. HARRISON, from the Committee on Finance, reported
favorably the nomination of Bernice Pyke, of Cleveland,
Ohio, to be collector of customs for customs collection dis-
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trict no. 41, with headquarters at Cleveland, Ohio, fo fill an
existing vacancy.

Mr. PITTMAN, from the Committee on Foreign Relations,
reported favorably the following nominations in the Diplo-
matic and Foreign Service:

Frank P. Corrigan, of Ohio, to be Envoy Extraordinary
and Minister Plenipotentiary of the United States of Amer-
ica to El Salvador;

Karl deG. MacVitty, of Illinois, to be secretary in the
Diplomatic Service; and

H. Earle Russell, of Michigan, to be consul general.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed
on the calendar. /

ROBERT H. JACKSON

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the con-
firmation of the nomination of Robert H. Jackson to become
general counsel Bureau of Internal Revenue,

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I desire to bring to the
attention of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] that
the nomination of Mr. Jackson is now before the Senate.

Mr. COUZENS obtained the floor.

Mr. KEYES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Costigan Eean Robinson, Ark.
Ashurst Couzens Eeyes Robinson, Ind.
Austin Cutting King Russell
Bachman Davis La Follette Bchall

Balley Dickinson Lewis Sheppard
Bankhe Dill Logan Bhipstead
Barhour Duffy Btelwer
Barkley Erickson Long Stephens
Black Fess McAdoo Thomas, Okla.
Bone Fletcher McCarran Thomas, Utah
Borah Frazier McEellar Thompson
Brown George McNary Townsénd
Bulkley Gibson Murphy Trammell
Bulow Glass Neely Tydings

Byrd Goldsborough Norris Vandenberg
Byrnes Gore Nye Van Nuys
Capper Hale O’Mahoney W

Caraway Harrison Overton Walcott

Carey Hatch Patterson ‘Walsh

Clark Hatfield Pittman Wheeler
Connaliy Hayden Pope White
Coolidge Hebert Reed

Copeland Johnson Reynolds

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce that my colleague the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DieTericE] and the Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. SmuTH] are necessarily de-
tained from the Senate. I wish further to announce that
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. McGrrL] is absent on account
of a severe cold. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety Senators having an-
swered to the roll call, there is a quorum present.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Michigan yield? \

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Michigan yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. COUZENS. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. As I understand, the Senator’s objec-
tion is to the first nomination. Would he have any objec-
tion to having the nominations on pages 2 and 3 of the
calendar acted on at this time?

Mr, COUZENS. I would not.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the nom=-
inations, beginning on page 2 and going to the end of the
Executive Calendar, may be acted upon at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the clerk will state the first nomina~
tion in order.

CUSTOMS SERVICE

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Thomas
Temple Hoyne to be comptrollier, collection district no. 39.

Mr, LEWIS. Mr. President, I move that the nominatiocn
of Mr. Hoyne be confirmed.

The motion was agreed to.
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The legislative clerk read the nomination of William J.
O'Brien to be collector of customs, district no. 9.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom-
ination is confirmed.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina-
tions of postmasters.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the nom-
inations of postmasters may be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none and the nominations of postmasters are
confirmed en bloc. That completes the calendar with the
exception of the two nominations passed over.

Mr. TRAMMELL subsequently said: Mr. President, a short
time ago the Senate confirmed the appointment of a post-
master in Florida, no. 1248 on the calendar. I ask that the
vote by which that nomination was confirmed be reconsid-
ered, and that the nomination be recommitted to the Com-
miftee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senafor refer to the Green-
ville, Fla., postmastership?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator’s request will be
complied with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the vote by which the nomination was
confirmed is reconsidered, and the nomination will be re-
committed to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

ROBERT H. JACKSON

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, the question before the
Senate is the nomination of Robert H. Jackson, which is
Order No. 925 on the Executive Calendar. I am somewhat
embarrassed at having this nomination taken up this after-
noon, due to the absence of the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typmngsl. The Senator from Maryland approached
me along about the last of January or the 1st of February
and asked me to join with him in protest against the action
of the Secretary of the Treasury in removing Mr. E. Barrett
Prettyman as general counsel for the Internal Revenue
Bureau. He said the methods of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury were reprehensible in this matter, and asked me to join
with him in protest against the removal of Mr. Prettyman
and the appointment of his successor.

I immediately got in touch with the Secretary of the
Treasury and asked him if he had discharged Mr. E. Barrett
Prettyman. He replied he had not. I said, “I understand
you have asked for his resignation”, and the Secretary of
the Treasury said he had. I then asked what the difference
was between discharging a man and asking for his resigna-
tion, and the Secretary of the Treasury said, “ Why, he does
not have to grant my request for his resignation.” That,
Mr. President, seemed so frivolous to me, coming from the
Secretary of the Treasury, that I was astounded. It after-
ward transpired that Mr. Prettyman did accede to the Sec-
retary’s request for his resignation, and subsequently there
was appointed in his place the nominee whose name is now
before the Senate, Mr. Robert H. Jackson, of Jamestown,
N.Y., to be general counsel for the Bureau of Internal
Revenue.

On the 14th of February the Chairman of the Finance
Committee, the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Har-
risoN], called a hearing. The Senator from Maryland
asked permission to be present and to examine the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, Mr. Jackson, and Mr, Prettyman. The
Senator from Maryland did appear before the Finance Com-
mittee, and examined the Secretary of the Treasury as to
the reasons for removing Mr. Prettyman. The question of
the confirmation of the nominee, Mr. Jackson, was not a
matter that was greatly involved. The question was the
procedure and the methods adopted by the Secretary of
the Treasury in removing Mr. Prettyman.

I thought at the time there were stenographic notes taken
of the hearing, but I have since been informed by the clerk
of the committee that no stenographic notes were taken of
the hearing.,
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It appeared that Mr. Prettyman presented to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury a proposed settlement of some cases
with which the Secretary of the Treasury disagreed. The
Secretary of the Treasury told the general counsel, Mr.
Prettyman, that he wanted them settled in another way, and
the general counsel, Mr. Prettyman, acceded to the decision
of the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secretary of the
Treasury was asked at the hearing if there was any insub-
ordination on the part of Mr. Prettyman, and he answered
in the negative that there was no insubordination; but the
Jjustification the Secretary of the Treasury advanced for the
removal of Mr. Prettyman and the selection of Mr. Jack-
son was that he wanted a man who would do as he wanted
and think as he thought and a man on whom he could
absolutely rely; and yet at no time did he make the state-
ment that he could not rely on Mr. Prettyman. At the
hearing I asked, if Mr. Jackson disagreed with him in the
next 30 days would he discharge Mr. Jackson and ask the
Senate to confirm someone else. The Secretary of the
Treasury said in all probability he would.

The question involved is not a question of personality.
It has been reported in the press that Mr. Prettyman was at
one time my counsel. That is not true. In the so-called
“ Mellon suit” against the Ford minority stockholders, one
of my associates in the case employed a firm of which Mr.
Prettyman was a member, but neither Mr. Prettyman nor
his firm represented me, and so I have at no time had any
connection with Mr. Prettyman. I do not recall ever having
seen him until his name came to the Senate for confirma-
tion, at which time I went into his record very carefully
because of my long-continued interesf in the administra-
tion of the Treasury Department and particularly of the
Bureau of Internal Revenue.

This is not a matter of personality. It is a matter of
method. I desire now to condemn vigorously the methods
of the Secretary of the Treasury in this matter and to fur-
ther point out that his statements were unreliable and not
dependable. At the hearing on February 14 he was asked
if Mr. Jackson had been sworn in or had taken the oath
of office, and he said that he had. He made no further com-
ment than that, and yet, as I shall point out later, Mr. Jack-
son took his office on February 1, 1934, and was not sworn
in until February 9, 1934, when he was sworn in as special
counsel pending his confirmation as general counsel.

Having gone into this matter primarily at the urge of
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typines] I am required,
I am sorry to say, in his absence to differ with some of the
statements he made this morning prior to the Senate’s going
into executive session and taking up the matter, I am not
charging any improper motive to the Senator from Mary-
land, but I notice that he has changed his viewpoint ma-
terially apparently since his friend Prettyman has received
an appointment as corporation counsel for the District of
Columbia. In the statement of the Senator from Maryland
this morning, speaking of Mr, Prettyman, he said:

I regret that he has tendered his resignation because, as I sald,
he is a man well versed in the income tax laws, a man of unim-
peachable integrity and of outstanding ability in his profession.
However, the new Secretary of the Treasury, Mr, Morgenthau, for
reasons best known to himself, wanted in that position a man
whom he knew, He said he had nothing at all by way of criti-
cism to say of Mr. Prettyman.

That is not in accordance with the evidence. The evi-
dence before the Finance Committee was to the effect that
Mr. Morgenthau did have objections to Mr. Prettyman be-
cause Mr, Prettyman did not think along the same lines as
the Secretary. The Secretary said he wanted a man who
would think as he thought. So Mr. Prettyman was not
above criticism, as stated by the Senator from Maryland
to the Senate this morning.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for a
guestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pore in the chair).
Does the Senator from Michigan yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. COUZENS. I yield.
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Mr. LONG. Did not Mr. Morgenthau want to keep Mr.
Bailie in office also on account of knowing him so well; was
not that the reascn he gave?

Mr. COUZENS. Yes; but that is another story, a long
story, and one that does not add anything to the reputation
of Mr, Morgenthau.

Mr. LONG. I want to inform the Senator from Michigan
that I heard on the floor this morning that the banking
house with which Mr. Bailie was connected, Seligman &
Co., was one of the fortunate ones that unloaded its air-
craft stock because it was told in advance about the can-
celation of the air-mail contracts.

Mr. COUZENS. I have no information in that connection.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mich-
igan yield for a question?

Mr. COUZENS. Certainly.

Mr. LEWIS. I take the liberty of asking the Senator
from Michigan about his remark as to the Secretary of
the Treasury having insisted that some person should be
appointed who would think along the same lines as him-
self. I take it the Senator means the new nominee, Mr,
Jackson. Will the Senator say that the Secretary himself
made that statement, or was it brought to the Senator
from someone who claimed to speak for the Secretary of
the Treasury?

Mr. COUZENS. The Secretary said that himself before
the Finance Commitiee at a time when I was present, and at
the time he was being examined by the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr, TypIncsl.

Mr. LEWIS. I wish to ask the able Senator if he did not
understand that the Secretary meant someone thinking
along the lines of policy in harmony with the Secretary of
the Treasury, and not a personal matter of thinking indi-
vidually in his own behalf.

Mr. COUZENS. I assume that the Senator from Illinois
has put a proper interpretation upon it; but, as I pointed
out, either before the Senator from Illinois came into the
Chamber or at some other time, there was at no time any
charge of insubordination against Mr. Prettyman. As long
as Mr. Prettyman had gone along the lines that he had
been instructed by the Secretary to pursue, there could have
been no difference with respect to policy, although there
may have been a difference with respect to details, as the
Senator from Illinois now points out.

I continue to quote from the statement made this morn-
ing by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypIiNGs]:

He said he had nothing at all by way of criticlsm to say of Mr.
Prettyman; that his work had been splendid; that he had applied
himself with great diligence to the collection of the taxes and
the setilement of the disputes; but he said he thought it was
only fair, inasmuch as he had ultimate and final responsibility in
the matter, that he should have a man as general counsel whom
he knew; and that for no other reason he was anxious to place
Mr. Robert H. Jackson in the position, because he had been asso-
clated with Mr. Jackson for some time in the past.

Mr. President, I am somewhat handicapped because I do
not have the hearings before the Finance Committee in
typewritten or printed form; but as I recall—and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrisox], chairman of the com-
mittee, will correct me if he thinks I am inaccurate—there
were some matters presented to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury by Mr. Prettyman and by the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue, Mr, Helvering, in the settlement of a fraud case.

The Secretary of the Treasury objected to the settlement
of the fraud case, to which no one I know of in the com-
mittee objected. It appears that the former Commissioner
of Internal Revenue had told counsel for the concern in-
volved that if he would plead guilty of fraud and submit
the facts, the case might be settled and compromised. That
was before the advent of the new administration or at least
before the advent of the present Secrefary of the Treasury,
who was then Undersecretary of the Treasury.

In that matter of settlement Mr. Prettyman and the pres-
ent Commissioner of Internal Revenue agreed with the deci-
sion of the former Commissioner of Internal Revenue, and
submitted it to the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secre-
taty of the Treasury, exercising his prerogative, as he had
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a perfect right to do, declined to agree. He sent Mr. Pretty-
man and Mr. Helvering back and said he would not settle
the case on that basis. That, it scems, was the primary
difference which arose between the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and Mr., Prettyman.

The Committee on Finance did not attempt to give any
consideration to the merits of the controversy which first
arcse between Mr. Prettyman and the Secretary of the
Treasury. I think if the commiftee had taken a vote on
the matter, we would have agreed generally with the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. But that is not the point involved.
The point is that the Secretary of the Treasury misstated
the facts with respect to Mr. Jackson’s being sworn in, mis-
stated the facts with respect to Mr. Prettyman’s removal,
and did as a matter of fact declare that he wanted a man
who would “go along with” him. I specifically asked the
question, “If Mr. Jackson differs with you within 30 days,
will you remove Mr. Jackson and send a new nomination for
us to confirm?” Mr. Morgenthau replied, “In all prob-
ability ”, or “ possibly ”, or something to that effect.

The point I am trying to make is that the whole issue was
raised in the first instance by the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typings] because of the methods of the Secretary of
the Treasury; and because of my long-continued interest in
the Internal Revenue Bureau he solicited my assistance in
bringing to the attention of the Senate and the country the
methods of the Secretary of the Treasury, which I wholly
condemn, and which I think he condemns, and which I
know others condemn. The Senator from Maryland, how-
ever, has made his statement, which is not in accordance
with the statements he has made to me, nor in accordance
with the hearings that were held before the Finance Com-
mittee; but he states that he has been required to leave for
New York, and is unable to participate in this discussion.

It also appears that Mr. Prettyman was a very good Demo-
cratic friend of the Senator from Maryland, and he has
since gotten Mr. Prettyman a job as corporation counsel
for the District of Columbia, and therefore the Senator from
Maryland has lost his interest; at least, he has lost the in-
terest he first had when he invited me to join him in this
protest.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Michigan yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. COUZENS. Yes; I yield.

Mr, REED. I have my doubts as to whether we can cor-
rect injustices in dismissals by refusing to confirm the suc-
cessor; but I am wondering what sort of testimony it is to
the qualities of Mr. Jackson if the Secretary of the Treasury
admits that he expects him to be nothing but a “ yes man”
for him.

What has the Senator to say about that?

Mr. COUZENS. When Mr. Morgenthau, Mr. Jackson, and
Mr. Prettyman were before the Finance Committee, having
the same thing in mind that the Senator from Pennsylvania
had, I asked the Secretary in case Mr. Jackson disagreed
with him at any time whether he would remove him and we
would be asked to confirm a successor; and Mr. Morgenthau
said, “In all probability ”, or “ possibly.” I cannot quote
the exact words, because there appears to have been no
record taken of the hearings, although I understood at the
time that a record was being taken.

Later on—and I desire to point this out because I think
the Secretary of the Treasury was absoluely tricky, and I
think he is wholly unreliable, in this connection, at least—
on February 9, I think, someone down in the Treasury De-
partment drew my attention to the fact that Mr. Jackson
was occupying his posifion in the Treasury Department
before he had been confirmed, or before he had taken his
oath of office. I went to the telephone and called up the
Secretary, and he was not available; so I talked with Mr.
Helvering, the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, and asked
him if Mr. Jackson was occupying his position in the Bu-
reau of Internal Revenue. Mr. Helvering answered in the
affirmative. I said, “It is strange that he is occupying
his position in the Bureau of Internal Revenue before he
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has been confirmed and before he has taken his oath of
office ¥, to which Mr. Helvering said, “ That is not right.
It should not be that way.”

Later, on the 14th, Mr. Morgenthau was asked, before the
Committee on Finance, whether Mr. Jackson had been
sworn in, and he answered in the affirmative; that he had
been sworn in as special counsel. He made no explanation
that Mr. Jackson served 9 days without being sworn in,
during which time he was under no oath of office. Mr.
Jackson had access to all the records of the Internal
Revenue Bureau. He had information as to income-tax
cases and as to settlements which no Member of Congress
can get, which are, under the law, secret; yet this man Jack-
son, who was not even an employee, who had taken no oath
of oifice, who had not been confirmed, had access to all these
records.

Later on Mr. Jackson telephoned me, I think, and as a
result wrote the letter which I will read to the Senate. It is
dated February 21, 1934, and is addressed to me:

Enclosed is a list of my substantial or permanent clients. I
shall be glad to give you any further information pertaining to
any of them and to furnish a detailed statement of services ren-
dered to any of them and the charges made therefor, or to bring
the office books down for your inspection. No claim of privilege
will be made as to any business which I have transacted.

I began to work on February 1 at the direction of the Secretary
of the Treasury, and, as I am informed, by the express approval
of the President. It was after you called attention—

I want to emphasize this, I am quoting:

It was after you called attention to the possible irregularity of
the procedure that I took the oath as temporary special counsel.
This was done on the 9th day of February. Prior to that time my
work consisted chiefly in going over matters which Mr. Prettyman
thought should have my attention and other matters of policy
with him and other members of the staff.

I had planned to go to Jamestown tonight, returning here Mon-
day morning. I will, however, of course defer the trip, or return
here earlier, if you wish.

Please do not hesitate to ask any information you wish, however
personal, as I do not want to start work with any misapprehension
on the part of those whose opinion I would value, and whose
support I would need In office.

(Signed) RoBErRT H. JACKSON.

To this letter he attaches, as he states, a “ list of substan-
tial clients, 1933, in order of relative importance of fees.”

I am not raising any particular objection to Mr. Jackson;
but he has a number of clients that it would have been pref-
erable he did not have, going into an office with several
hundred attorneys, without any past experience, without
any knowledge of internal-revenue matters, and coming from
a place like Jamestown, where there never was any great
opporiunity to have a large office experience.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator tell us who
some of those main clients are?

Mr. COUZENS. Yes; I will put them all in the Recorp
after I conclude my remarks.

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator read a few of them, please?

Mr. COUZENS. Yes. The list is as follows:

LIST OF SUBSTANTIAL CLIENTS, 1933, IN ORDER OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE
OF FEES

Bank of Jamestown: General counsel; director; chalrman merger
committee negotiating merger three banks.

Estate Shelden B. Broadhead (Robert H. Jackson, one of admin-
istrators) (died 1925): Controls or has large interest in James-
town, Westflield & Northwestern Railroad (electric, 30 miles);
Jamestown Street Rallway; Jamestown Motor Bus Co.; Jamestown
Worsted Mills; Chautauqua Navigation Co. (practically defunct);
Chautauqua Traction Co. (In liquidation); Broadhead Realty Co.,
(owns real estate, formerly William Broadhead); Broadhead Hold-
ing Co. (owns stocks and bonds Broadhead companies). This
estate in bad financial condition.

Superintendent of Banks of New York Stafe: Liquidation of

n State Bank and Sinclairville State Bank.

Jamestown Telephone Corporation: Local company. New York

Telephone Co. owns nonvoting stock.

The New York Telephone Co. is a subsidiary of the Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph Co.

Local interests own two thirds voting stock. Is now engaged in
controversy with New York Telephone Co. over toll rates and liti-
gation likely. I do not represent the A. T. & T. or any subsidiary
of A, T. & T. Have been active in Independent Telephone Asso-
clation affairs. My employment is by J. N. Wright—active in
fighting A. T. & T. in competition and in antitrust prosecution
during Wilson administration.
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That is going a long way back.

Homer M. Preston estate: Coexecutor and attorney. About ad-
ministered. Still interested real estate St. Paul, Minnesota,
Florida, and Jamestown.,

Jamestown Mutual Insurance Co.: Local mutual insurance com-
pany handling compensation and automobile liability.

Niagara, Lockport & Ontario Power Co. and Hydraulic Race Co.,
subsldiaries of Niagara-Hudson.

The Niagara power interests is the great power interest of
the State of New York, as all of you know.

Local attorney: Company sold its distribution system to city
of Jamestown in 1929 and now sells power to municipal plant,
which also manufactures. Tried cne long lawsuit for Race Co.
involving dispute with Niagara Falls Milling Co. over amount of
water to be taken from Its raceway.

These companies’ fees together never amounted to 10 percent
of my practice. Connection came about through N, L. & O. P. Co.,
buying small electric plant that I had been attorney for.

National Chautauqua County bank: Reorganized after bank
holiday. Have represented them in resulting litigation. Argued
for it that Emergency Banking Act was constitutional when their
éxlsrt:nce challenged. Favorable decision New York Supreme

ourt.

Fanny Jones estate: Litigation over construction of will.

Hultquist estate: Usual proceedings.

Pennsylvania Gas Co.: Distributes natural gas from Pennsyl-
vania fields. Occasional negligence suit and question with cus-
tomers. Public Service Commission hearing on minimum bill
regulations,

Ashville & Panama Telephone & Telegraph Co.: Rural telephone
line owned by about 20 local people. Not an A.T. & T. company.
Reorganized last year as franchise expired.

Post Publishing Co.: Publishes Jamestown Morning Post. Bu-
siness advice and libel suits defense.

Other clients who consult frequently: Blackstone Manufactur-
ing Co., makes washing machines; Watson Manufacturing Co.,
makers of metal furniture and hollow metal; Chautauqua Worsted
Mills, worsted textiles; Emprere Case Goods Co., bedroom furni-
ture; Davis Furniture Corporation, four plants, bedroom and
dining hoom; Ellison Bronze Co., bronze workers; Hotel James-
town, Inc., owns and operates two hotels; New Process Co. mail-
order merchants.

Litigation: Several defenses for insurance companies; Kellogg
Lumber Co. v. Union Furniture Co., for defendant; South Shore
Association v. H. J. Heurz Co., for defendant; Gates v. Prudential
Insurance Co., for plaintiff; Goseoski v. International Rwy. Co.,
for plaintiff; Johnson v. Johnson Estate (suit to impress trust),
for defendant; W. D. Packard Est. v. J. W. Jackpard Est., for
claimant.

T&a&e consist of litigation in State or Federal courts and counsel
work.

‘We have no lobbying relation with State or Federal Government
or city government.

Mr. President, as I stated when I began my remarks, there
is no personal matter involved so far as I am concerned.
It is the matter of methods. I am very doubtful of the
ability of the Secretary of the Treasury to conduct that
great office in the light of the methods which have developed
in the few weeks or months that he has been in charge.

I am not going to make any protest against the confirma-
tion of Mr. Jackson. Other Senators have the same records
that I have, but it is quite evident that Mr. Jackson and
all other employees in the Treasury Department will have
to be “ yes men ”; unless they are, they will be removed and
we shall have before us other nominees to take their places.

While I am on that subject, it is well known that almost
ever since I have been in the Senate, or at least since 1923,
I have been more or less a critic of the administration and
the conduct of the Treasury Department. I was hoping that
under the new deal I should at least be freed from think-
ing I had to observe the conduct of the Treasury Depart-
ment. It seems, however, from all the information I can
get, that the need for watching the Treasury Department
is going to be as great as it was under the famous Mellon.

I have here a clipping showing that no matter what ad-
ministration we have, apparently we cannot prevent a
grapevine connection between all parties and all interests.

It is well known that under the $2,000,000,000 equaliza-
tion fund that was granted to the Secretary of the Treasury
under the so-called “ gold act ”, the agent for the Treasury
Department was to be the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York. I read from a clipping taken from a Pittsburgh
paper, I think if is:

Bank promotes Ray Harrison. Richard K. Mellon, the new
president of the Mellon National Bank, announced today that Ray
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Harrison, assistant cashier, has been promoted by the board of
directors to be the vice president.

I am not going to read all of this clipping, but it states
near the end—

He is a brother of George L. Harrison, governor of the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York.

S0, whether premeditated or otherwise, it is quite appar-
ent that there is to be a connection between the old Mellon
interests and the present administration of the Treasury
Department.

Further than this, I do not care to have anything to say.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I think the Senator from
Michigan [Mr, Couzens] has made a very fair and a very
correct statement of the facts as they were brought out in
the Committee on Finance. Of course, I do not subscribe
to some of his conclusions in criticism of the Secretary of
the Treasury, fo the effect that he is unreliable and tricky,
because I saw nothing in the whole proceeding which in the
wildest flight of the imagination would lead me to think that
the Secretary was tricky or unreliable. On the contrary,
it seemed to me that in this whole matter the Secretary of
the Treasury was trying to lay the cards on the table, so
to speak, that he took the committee into his complete con~
fidence, and that he was trying to tell the truth, in his sim-
ple way, about the matter.

Of course, the Secretary of the Treasury has not been in
his present office very long. He has not had that large
and long experience in financial matters my friend the
Senator from Michigan has had. Because of his lack of
experience, he cannot express himself in that sweet, adroit,
and persuasive way that characterizes the Senator from
Michigan. But I predict for the Secretary of the Treasury
that, while he may make mistakes as to some of his ap-
pointments, there will never be anything during his admin-
istration that will reflect upon his honesty and his integrity
and his great desire to conduct the Treasury Department
in the interest of the American people.

There is no great controversy about this matter. I re-
gretted that the Secretary of the Treasury saw fit to ask for
the resignation of Mr. Prettyman. All that was said by the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typines], all that was said by
the Senator from Michigan in tribute to Mr. Prettyman’s
work and services, is true. He made an excellent and com-
petent official in the Treasury Department. But the Secre-
tary of the Treasury said that he preferred someone else
in that position; and when the committee asked him why,
he said, “I wanted one who, I believed, thought along the
same lines I did, and one in whom I had complete confi-
dence.”

The Senator from Michigan is right; the Secretary of the
Treasury did tell us that he wanted a man as general coun-
sel of the Bureau of Internal Revenue in whom he had com-
plete confidence and who thought along the same lines he
did. He went further and said that if he should find that
Mr. Jackson did not think along those lines, it might be that
he would ask for his resignation. It may be that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is wrong in that position: I do not
know, but that is the way he wants to conduct the Treasury
Department, and that is the way he wants to keep free from
criticisms which my friend from Michigan and others might
hurl at him.

I did not believe there was enough to justify asking for
the resignation of Mr. Prettyman; but this was the cause
of the difference of opinion: The Secretary said that when
Mr. Burnett was Commissioner of Internal Revenue there
were some fraud cases before the Bureau, and an attorney,
I think it was, went in one day to Mr. Burnett and said,
“¥You do not know anything about this fraud, but I will
reveal if to you, provided you compromise the case, and the
Government, by compromising this case and accepting our
version of it, will get something more than $200,000.” I be-
lieve that was the sum, but I am not sure as to the exact
amount,

I do not criticize Mr. Burnett for his stand, but he did
accept the version of the attorney and compromised the case.
Then there was a change of administration, and those fraud
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cases came over to the solicitor’s department under the new
Secretary. Mr, Prettyman took the view that since the past
administration, acting through Mr. Burnett, had agreed upon
this compromise, he ought to stand behind it, and he recom-
mended to the Secretary of the Treasury an acceptance of it.
Mr, Morgenthau said, “ I shall not accept a compromise in
fraud.” He felt that he might be a party fo it if he did
accept it, and he took just the opposite policy.

People may differ as to that matter. Mr, Prettyman was
honest in his interpretation of the policy, and certainly the
Secretary of the Treasury was honest in the policy he laid
down. But he said, “I just felt that if I had somebody in
that position who, I knew, would think along my lines of
thought, I would feel better ”, and that is why he asked for
the resignation of Mr. Prettyman. He did not reflect in the
slightest upon Mr, Prettyman. He said nothing against him.
He said that Mr. Prettyman had ideas about policies differ-
ent from his own, and that that was the only reason why he
asked for his resignation.

No objection was raised in the committee to Mr. Jackson,
not the slightest. Mr. Jackson came before the committee
and answered all the questions the members of the commit-
tee asked him, and everything that was presented to the
committee about Mr. Jackson bore out the fact that he was
an excellent lawyer, and since the hearing I have been given
to understand that he is one of the best lawyers in northern
New York. He admitted that he did not know much about
tax matters, that he had not specialized in those matters
at all. He frankly gave this list of clients to the Senator
from Michigan,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG. I suggest to the Senator that Mr. Jackson
was attorney for the American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
which should convince anyone that he was a good lawyer,
because they do not hire poor lawyers.

Mr. HARRISON. It may be that he represented a tele-
phone company at sometime, and it may be that because of
that fact he ought to be turned down; I do not know. I do
not suppose I could hold a place here if the rule were in-
voked that at sometime in my life I represented somebody
who was tied up in some remote degree with some interest.
It never was charged, however, that Mr. Jackson represented
special interests. There was no objection to him on that
ground. Indeed, after the hearings were closed, the Senator
from Michigan, with the spirit of fairness which always in-
spires him, moved that the nomination be reported favor-
ably by the committee.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 yield.

Mr. COUZENS. During the comments I made previously,
I stated that I raised no particular objection to Mr. Jackson.
I submitted his record for the Senate, and in the committee
I did exactly what the Senator has stated. After the Sen-
ator from Maryland had left the room, and it was not an
issue between Mr. Jackson and the committee, but rather,
in my judgment, between Mr. Morgenthau and the com-
mittee, there was no reason for holding up Mr. Jackson’s
confirmation, and the only reason why the confirmation has
been held up has been that it seemed to me it afforded the
only opportunity I would have to point out what I considered
the reprehensible methods of the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. HARRISON. I thoroughly appreciate the Senator’s
stand. The Senator made a similar statement to me, and I
am not offering any criticism of it. I was sorry Mr. Pretty-
man was let ouf, but I do not think that should be the basis
of an objection in the Senate to the confirmation of Mr.
Jackson,

I sympathize with the Senator, oo, in that the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland has shifted a little bit in
this matter. I do not know, but I expect he was provoked
at first when his constituent, one whom he had probably
endorsed and advocated, was let out. The Senator from
Maryland felt a little bit provoked, no doubt. I suppose I
would have been provoked. He said some things which per-
haps he would not now repeat. If I had been in his position,
I suppose I would have done what he did. He probably went
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over and encouraged the Senator from Michigan to join
with him in this fight. I do not know how the Senator from
Michigan must look on the fact that the Senator from
Maryland has left him at this particular stage of the pro-
ceedings.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am in favor of the confirmation of
Mr. Jackson, but I want to say that, so far as Mr. Prettyman
is concerned, I have known him for many, many years, ever
since his father was at one time Chaplain of the Senate, and
there is no finer man than Mr. Prettyman. I cannot
imagine a reason for his displacement. He is a splendid
lawyer, a most conscientious and high-minded man and offi-
cial, and I feel that I want to pay this small tribute to a
man for whom I have such a high regard. I have confidence
in his honesty, in his integrity, and in his ability, and I
regret the situation which has arisen. I have no doubt that
Mr. Jackson is a good man also, but I believe there is no
better man than Mr. Prettyman. I am glad that the Presi-
dent has shown his confidence in Mr. Prettyman by appoint-
ing him to another high office immediately.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if the Senator from Mis-
sissippi will yield, in response to what the Senator from
Tennessee has said, I want again to emphasize, as the
Chairman of the Committee on Finance has already done,
that during the whole hearing before the Finance Com-
mittee there was not, either from the Secretary of the
Treasury or anybody else, the slighiest reflection on Mr.
Prettyman. As a matter of fact, the Secretary of the
Treasury stated that, while there had been some disagree-
ment in policy, some difference in view, between him and
Mr. Prettyman, he had such high respect for Mr. Pretty-
man that, in his desire to emphasize that Mr. Prettyman’s
.resignation was not any reflection on either Mr. Pretty-
man’s character or ability, he had already given direction
that immediately after Mr. Prettyman’s resignation he
should be employed as special counsel in one of the biggest
cases in which the Government was concerned at that
time.

Mr. HARRISON. And to show that nothing reflects upon
him, the President of the United States thought well enough
of him to kick him upstairs into the corporation counselship
of the District of Columbia.

Mr. COUZENS. Will the Senator from Mississippi yield
at that point?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. The Senator knows that the President
did that because of the great cry and protest that was
made by the Senator from Mississippi and the Senator from
Maryland and the Senator from Michigan and some other
Senators. Let us not bluff each other. We know how Mr.
Prettyman came to get the job of corporation counsel.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON. I hope the Senator will exclude me
from that designation.
- Mr. COUZENS. I could not exclude the genial Senator
from Mississippi, because it was his great influence, coupled
with, as T understand, the influence of the Secretary of the
Treasury, that got Mr. Prettyman the position of corpora-
tion counsel.

Mr. HARRISON. I would go a long way to keep the Sen-
ator from Michigan from making a fight on anything I have
anything to do with, and I may say to the Senator that I
have gone around with my basket a long time, and nothing
has yet fallen into my basket, and I had nothing to do
with the appointment of a corporation counsel.

Mr. President, we have taken too much of the time of the
Senate on this question. I hope Mr. Jackson’s nomination
will be confirmed.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I was quite distressed
when I heard there might be some objection to the con-
firmation of Mr. Jackson. I have known Mr. Jackson for
so long a time, and have known him so favorably, that I
did not conceive it possible that anyone could find any
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criticism to make regarding him. I am happy to say that
no such criticism can be found.

The only thing I can think of against Mr. Jackson is
that he is rather better looking than the ordinary man, and
perhaps might come in for criticism on that account.

Just a word about Mr. Jackson’s alleged connection with
the corporations. First, the telephone corporation: His em-
ployment in that connection was in active opposition to and
fighting the A. T. & T. Then his power connection came
through the fact that the Niagara, Lockport & Ontario
Power Co. bought a small local plant at Jamestown, a plant
for which Mr. Jackson was the attorney. So in that way
he was indirectly connected with large corporations.

I assure the Senate Mr. Jackson is a man of capacity and
real ability. If the Secretary of the Treasury really wants
a “yes man"”, I am sorry for the Secretary, because Mr.
Jackson is not that sort of man. I doubt, of course, that
Mr. Morgenthau does want a “ yes man.” However, so far
as this particular candidate for confirmation is concerned, he
is not of that type. He is a man of ability, capacity, energy,
intelligence, and honor. He will serve well in any capacity
because he would not undertake a place of legal responsibil-
ity unless he knew he had the qualifications for that place.
I am glad to testify to his capacity and hope he will be
confirmed.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, it is my expectation to vote
for the confirmation of Mr. Jackson, not because I know any-
thing much about him, or because the Secretary of the
Treasury knew anything much about him, but because I pre-
fer to assume that the Secretary of the Treasury would not
seek the nomination of anyone for this vitally important
position whom he did not highly regard, whether he knew
him or not, and in whose integrity and legal ability he did
not have confidence. For that reason I expect to vote for
the confirmation of Mr. Jackson’s nomination.

I am anxious to have it appear—as it does now appear in
the Recorp—that there was not any valid reason for the
summary dismissal of Mr. Prettyman. My personal interest
in that connection is that I think it was somewhat upon my
unquelified recommendation of Mr. Prettyman that he was
appointed as general counsel for the Internal Revenue Bu-
reau. That recommendation of him was based upon a per-
sonal knowledge of his very high character, having been
briefly associated with him at the Treasury Department when
I was Secretary, and upon my very definite knowledge of his
fine abilities as a lawyer, so attested by some of the best
legal firms in the District of Columbia and in Maryland.
And I feel prouder of him today than I did on the day on
which I recommended him for this position.

Mr. Prettyman’s only offense was that he did not agree
with the Secretary of the Treasury as to the moral obliga-
tion of the Treasury to carry out an agreement which had
been made by the former Commissioner of Internal Revenue
in certain specified circumstances. Mr, Prettyman thought
the agreement was binding, if not legally, certainly morally
binding; and, thinking that, he had integrity enough and
courage enough to say so to the Secretary of the Treasury.
The Secretary of the Treasury differed with his views, I
personally asked the Secretary if Mr. Prettyman at any time
ever intimated that he was unwilling to conform to the
policies of the Secretary, and the Secretary stated explicitly
that he did not decline to do it, so there was no question of
insubordination whatscever involved.

Mr, Prettyman, being a lawyer, was asked his legal opinion
as to the effect of the agreement, and he gave it. I asked
the Secretary in person whether he objected to Mr. Pretty-
man, because he had courage and integrity enough to give
him his legal opinion, and he said quite the contrary; he
respected him for it, but he wanted somebody there who
would agree with him and whom he knew. Well, more as a
matter of interest, perhaps more as a mafter of curiosity
than anything else, I asked him how well he knew Mr, Jack-
son. He said he had seen him only once in his lifetime;
that he met him incidentally in the last presidential cam-
paign at Jamestown, where he presided over a meeting.
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That was the extent of his knowledge of Mr. Jackson. Yet
my inquiry convinces me that Mr. Jackson is a first-class
lawyer; that he is a man of high character, totally destitute
of any knowledge of questions of taxation, however, a ques-
tion in which Mr. Prettyman was largely and long experienced.

As between the fitness of the two men to discharge the
duties of that office, I have no hesitation in affirming my
own belief in the great superiority of Mr. Prettyman for the
position in question. Moreover, it is no compensation to
Mr. Prettyman or to his friends that he has been given
another job. I am not and hope I never will become a
job hunter. I did not recommend Mr. Prettyman because
be wanted the position but because I then felt perfectly con-
fident, and now more so, that he was peculiarly fitted for
this particular place, which was one of service to the Gov-
ernment and to the taxpayers of the country, and I think
50 NOW.

I have no idea of vituperating the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. I could not if I would, because, as everybody knows,
I am so conservative of speech that I could not say anything
of a critical nature of anybody, even in as gracious a way
as the Senator from Michigan has said it.

I like Mr. Morgenthau personally; I think he would like
to do well, and I hope he will do well; but there can be no
question of the fact, and, in my own opinion, certainly there
is none, that Mr. Morgenthau made a very grave mistake in
depriving the Internal Revenue Bureau of the services of a
man of high character, of great courage, and of large infor-
mation concerning the problems with which he had to deal,
and supplanting him with another gentleman, perhaps of
equally high character, and it may be of equal courage, but
certainly he cannot have superior courage, and with no
qualifications whatever at the initial stages of his service
to deal with large and important taxation matters. I shall,
however, vote for the confirmation of Mr. Jackson.

MORE OUTRAGES PLANNED AGAINST THE GOVERANMENT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not care to speak on Mr.
Prettyman or Mr. Jackson. I do not know either one of
the gentlemen; I would not know them if I saw them. I
do, however, wish the Senate to know that there are cerfain
influences undertaking to use for a racket the financial
processes of the Government in its several departments. I
am going to send to the desk a document in my posession
and ask the clerk to read it before I say anything further.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
Clerk will read, as requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

[Excerpt from the New York Times, Feb, 22, 1934, p. 7, col. 2]

Memorandum placed on the record but not read to Mr. Brown
tended to show that the interests seeking the contract after
abandoning hope of obtaining the contract from Mr. Brown, pro-
posed to bring influence to bear upon Postmaster General-desig-
nate Farley through Vincent Astor and on the President-elect
through his cousin, Kermit Roosevelt. Senator Black quoted fre-
quently from memoranda from the flles of A, J. Ball, foreign
freight agent of the Pennsylvania Railroad. An excerpt from one
of them addressed to J. L. Heyman follows:

“We agree with him, as we feel we are close enough to Farley
through Vincent Astor to accomplish what we want. EKermit
Roosevelt is away with Vincent Astor and the President-elect on
Mr. Astor's yacht and we have wired a complete statement of
the facts to Kermit Roosevelt so that he can get in his good
work as soon as possible.”

Mr. Brown made no comment on this part of the memorandum,
which was not read openly but was placed on the record, nor was
it revealed who was meant when it said “ We agree with him.”

Another part of the same memorandum said:

“ We considered an investigation called for in the resolution the
most healthy method of clearing the atmosphere and would ac-
complish what the Departments were after, i.e., to distribute the
patronage under a Democratic administration. The Roosevelt-
IMM. (International Mercantile Marine) people feel that they are
sufficiently strong with the new administration to secure prompt
and favorable action on the bids.”

Mr. LONG, Mr, President, I have no comment whatever
to make on the statement that has been read. By some
accident it was printed in the “ bulldog ” edition of the New
York newspaper and was taken out of the succeeding edi-
tions and never was printed in any others, and I just wanted
to afford the facility in case someone wished to read it who
did not have the opportunity of doing so in the edition of
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the newspaper in which I read it, by reason of the matter
having been omitted from subsequent editions.

The other matter, Mr. President, that I have to mention
in connection with this and other financial rackets is this:
I was present when Mr. Morgenthau came before the Finance
Committee; in fact, I asked him some questions. Some
statements had gone out that were rather not in keeping
with what some of us, at least, had regarded as the law. Fol-
lowing that, the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couvzens]
stated he wanted the Secretary of the Treasury to dismiss
Mr. Bailie, or, rather, indicated that he desired him to do so.
My recollection is that Mr. Morgenthau hesitated consider-
ably—if I am in error as to that, I hope I will be corrected—
and held out quite at length before he finally consented to
dismiss Mr. Bailie. I was later informed that even after
Mr. Bailie was supposed to have resigned he stayed on for
some time.

Following Mr. Bailie’s dismissal, Mr. President, there came
from the Post Office Department a cancelation of the air-
mail contracts, and we find that Mr. Bailie's concern was
one of those that unloaded air-mail company stock on the
public a day or two days ahead of the day when the con-
tracts were canceled.

The air-mail stocks had been away up to one of the high-
est points they had ever reached, and suddenly the J. & W.
Seligman Co., the House of Morgan, and several others,
began to unload the stock on the innocent public, so that
when the break came, through the action of Mr. Farley’s
office, they would be out from under as much as possible
and the public would have gotten the stock; and that is
what happened, to a large extent. There were some very
large sales; I have forgotten the exact number, but they
were shown by a map someone placed on the wall.

Mr. President, I now have more specific and personal
knowledge of the racket that is being made not only in the
Post Office Department but elsewhere, for there is a close
working between the Post Office Department and the Treas-
ury Department. In the main, those appointed to the Post
Office Department are recommended, of course, by the Post-
master General, and those appointed in the Internal Rev-
enue Bureau are going in there on the recommendation of
Mr. Farley. I am not undertaking, as the newspaper clip-
ping did this morning, to question Mr. Farley’s capacity to
select men for the internal-revenue work. I do not say that
just because the newspaper clipping read at the desk says
he has been in the prize-fighting business, or something like
that, rigging up matches and publicizing various and sundry
individuals and giving them set-ups to knock down; I do
not know whether he is that kind of a man or not; that is
not the point. But what I am just bringing to the attention
of the Senate is that through the same source that manipu-
lated the handling of the cancelation of the air-mail con-
tracts come the leaks that enable the big houses to get from
under, and so that there will come out with great big
headlines, “ The Postmaster General takes action on behalf
of the people.” The ex-prize-fight promoter and match-
maker let it slip out to somebody 2 days and 24 hours
ahead of time, and the big brokerage houses suck poor little
innocent people in Louisiana, Arkansas, and Tennessee and
West Virginia, for they unload that stock onto them. I am
not particularly criticizing it; I am just simply mentioning
it in this connection, so that we may know what to expect.

Now I come to what I have more direct knowledge of,
This common source of selection operates in my State.
They are doing the work by calling on certain citizens to
help in the internal-revenue work, and they were able,
through the personal contact of the present Postmaster
General, Mr. Farley—and they will put him out of there be-
fore very many moons, I am afraid, before we know nearly
as much about him as we want to know—to place in charge
there a gambling magnate who helped run the casino gam-
bling house, I think, in Palm Beach, Fla. in partnership
with Colonel Bradley. I refer to a man by the name of
Sullivan—John P, Sullivan—who, through an associate, ran
a wire gambling-house outfit in the Ridges section of New
Orleans, which I raided once when I was Governor of the
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State, taking a roulette wheel, a dice table, and two or three
thousand dollars of money.

This gambling king, John P. Sullivan, who also ran a
race track, was placed in charge of selecting the internal-
revenue collector, the United States attorney, and the post-
master of my own city of New Orleans. This gambling
king was so bold about it that he actually came into the
Finance Committee and into the subcommittee of the Ju-
diciary Committee. He does not deny that. I am notf slan-
dering the man; I am only giving the Senate what the man
has paid the newspapers to publish about himself. I would
not have the Senate think that I would go beyond anything
that the gentleman did not want known about himself! Iam
giving him advertisement that he has been paying the news-
papers to print for the last 10 years. So there is nothing
that is intended to reflect upon the man.

This gentleman, very much apparently of the same order
as Mr. Bailie, has been calling in the business men of New
Orleans and Louisiana, and has been telling them that he
has had the internal-revenue collector appointed—and the
newspapers published the fact—that he has named the
district attorney, and he has; and the newspapers have so
reported. He has been saying to them, “I am going to have
‘this one indicted; I am going to have that one indicted.”
And we now behold the spectacle that the gambling king,
in consort with his past associate, the ex-prize-fight pro-
moter, are calling upon citizens far and wide—Mr. Sullivan,
not on the pay roll, is calling in citizens as witnesses and
putting them on cross-examination, giving them to under-
stand that he has been vested with the power and discretion
of adjusting incomes and assessing incomes and of making
indictments.

There was a man in Louisiana by the name of R. L. Gay.
He was very prominent and occupied in his church work in
the State, and conseguently was a man not in my company
very frequently. [Laughter.] We lived 100 miles apart and
we were in different towns on Sunday. But there was this
gentleman named R. L. Gay. Mr. Gay discovered an oil
field. He ceftled up his income fax in the year 1931, 3
years ago. One year ago Mr. Gay's name appeared in the
newspapers in an item in which he said that he would put
up $20,000 in cash at odds of 30 to 1 that the Long ticket
would be elected in the State of Louisiana.

Mr. Sullivan, this gambling-house operator and dive
keeper, was very much incensed over the matter. I do not
mean fo slander the gentleman, if the Chair please. I am
merely giving him for nothing what he has been paying the
papers to print. I could read from all the papers that are
opposed to me in New Orleans now whatever may be needed
from their editorial columns to show that he is the greatest
gambling king the State has ever known, the partner of
Mr. E. H. Bradley, who was in Kentucky and went down to
Miami and opened up his several dives down there, then
extending his influence as Sullivan's partner back to New
Orleans.

They proceeded about 3 days ago to indict Mr. R. L. Gay
through the internal-revenue man who has not been con-
firmed, and through the United States attorney who has
not been confirmed. They never went to Mr. Gay. They
checked over his returns and told him time after time he
was all right. They never went to Mr. Gay and asked one
question in 3 years. They never called upon him to pay a
dime. They never said to him or to a friend of his that
there was anything wrong about his income taxes. Instead
of presenting his case before the district court in the district
where the man lived and where his business is located and
where he made his return, as has always been the practice,
they had the indictment against him returned in the eastern
district of the State at New Orleans. They never asked him
for a copper cent.

I know nothing of the merits of the matter except as I
have stated here to the Senate. However, it seems that this
matter came just about the time they were changing coun-
sel there. It seems that Mr. Morgenthau wanted somebody
he knew. There had come out great big announcements
that Mr. Morgenthau had stated that he was sending a
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flock of men down there with instructions to indict at least
100 of HuEY Loneg's friends in the State of Louisiana. I do
not think that is to be held against Mr. Morgenthau. I do
nof hold it against him. I never even brought up the matter
when he was before the Senate for confirmation.

But the facts are that with the J. & W. Selieman fraud
through Bailie, with the other frauds mentioned in what
has been read at the desk, there is a trail of slime and
corruption forming here at this very early day that is so
wide and so deep that it is becoming almost an offense even
in Elple Halls of the Senate. I hesitate to say where it might
ea

Someone might say, as this report read, he was on a
yacht with the President fixing him up, and still be in error,
or that he has the inside track with Farley—though I do
not think it would take very much to get the inside track
with Farley. It seems that a trip would do it.

Some men have very simple ways of estimating what it
takes to break down the virtue of a man. Most of them will
come for $20, or they will not come at all. I think that $20
hat is about Farley’s size. That is what I would estimate
to be the ordinary cost of his caliber. I understand he got
a barbecue, got a free trip in an airplane that was not carry-
ing a pound of mail on a trip that was not on a mail route
at all, got a new hat that cost $20, everything paid for, and
came on back to Washington. There is a yacht free to take
them out while men try to use them for a scheme for some
crooked thing to rob the American people of some of the
franchises that belong to them, free airplanes to bring men
here and there to do something else with banking-house
stool pigeons, to let them know when there is to be a can-
celation of something that will enable them to swindle the
poor American consumers out of the little that they have.

But that is not half of it. I believe it has been said that
the ground upon which the air-mail contracts were can-
celed was that it was found that there had been a spoils
conference at which it was agreed on who was going to
carry the mail, and that there was a division of the routes.
When that information became public, they instantly found
that sufficient ground to cancel the air-mail contracts. I
am not going to take issue with that. I accept that. But I
want to deal with another spoils conference that was held
in which the parties named in the document read at the
desk a few moments ago participated, and I want to read
the facts into the Recorp, as given under oath, to see
whether or not we cannot get another contract canceled
before they unload their stock on an unsuspecting public.

The stock market is closed now, and they cannot get the
sucker list into operation between now and tomorrow morn-
ing. I want to save the American people from being treated
just as they were in the air-mail-contract imbroglio.

At page 618 of the hearings in the merchant-marine in-
vestigation before the Committee on Merchant Marine,
Radio, and Fisheries of the House, appeared the following.
This is from the minutes of a meeting of the Shipping
Board. They have the proceedings of the Shipping Board
printed in this hearing. Commissioner Denton there said:

I move that the International Mercantile Co. Interests, the
Chapman-Dollar-Dawson interests, and Mr. J. E. Sheedy, who

represents also an interest, be invited to a session with the Board,
looking toward a consolidated bid on the part of all of them.

This was a secret meeting of the Board in which he
moved that all these people be brought in to make a
consolidated bid for the whole thing.

Chairman O'Cowwor. Do you want him to come down before

the Board?
Commissioner DenTon. All together, at the same time, as early

as can be arranged.

The air-mail contract conclave cannot beat this one.

I want them all here to consolidate on their bid and put
this thing in one barrel at one time. It is too much trouble
to have a deal with too many of them. We are liable to
have some man roaming the range when we do not know
what his business is. It is a whole lot more satisfactory and
convenient when we are dividing these spoils, it is much
easier when the Government has $4,000,000 or $5,000,000 that
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it wants to donate to men who want to furnish airplanes and
boats, to give it to them in one lump. If we have to divide
the drink and pass it around, it takes time and it is liable to
be confusing.

At any rate, let us read on a little further:

All together, at the same time, as early as can be arranged.

Commissioner SmITH, Suppose you gave them until Tuesday.
Commissioner DEnToN. Let us make it Monday.

Tuesday was too long.

Commissioner Smrra. 10 a.m., Monday morning.

Chairman O'ConnNor. Wouldn't you be willing to leave out with
reference to consolidation and just simply say a conference as to
the proper disposal of this question now before us?

oner DExToN. I think that would be more diplomatic;
yes.

Still in secret session:

Commissioner Smrra. Just leave out the question of combina-
tion and consolidation; that might frighten some of them; look-
ing to a solution of the difficulties in which the Board finds itself
with the United States Lines.

Commissicner Denton says, on page 616:

Gentlemen, this is a lot of responsibility in our duty toward
the establishment and maintenance of the services on the north
Atlantic. Would it not be well, at this stage, when we have to
conslder Mr. Burke’s telegram, which I have not had a chance to
read yet, and the negotiations that we have not been able to make
yet, or agree to as yet, with Chapman-Dollar-Dawson—would it
not be worth while for this Board to make an effort to attempt to
interest those people to agree on this working together in a
mutual partnership or some agreement among themseives? The
International Mercantile Marine and Chapman-Dawson-Dollar.
Isn't it worth our effort to try to bring about such action?

Commissioner ConNg. In my opinion, it is the only solution of
this question.

Mr, President, it was in response to that—it was there
and then—with these gentlemen as the absclute instigators
of the matter, that this ship subsidy went out. That is the
subject matter of what was contained in what was read
at the clerk’s desk just a few moments ago; and who wound
up with the subsidy?

Why, Mr. President, in order that they might handle it
exactly as they wished, when the United States Lines of
Nevada got the contract and the ships, as I showed here
on the floor the other day, they made an agreement giving
the Roosevelt Steamship Co.—that is Eermit Roosevelt’s out-
fit also—23 percent of the gross revenue as the “fees of
operating management.” In other words, of the tonnage
that the Leviathan carried, 23 percent of the gross was paid
to the Roosevelt Steamship Co. for what was supposed to
have been operating management; and Mr. Dollar himself
testified on the witness stand that he had never heard of
any such thing as that as a charge for operating manage-
ment as long as he had been in the steamship business,

They were building up an American merchant marine,
were they? Well, let us see what the International Mercan-
tile Marine did.

Here is a contract between the International Mercantile
Marine and His Britannic Majesty. The International Mer-
cantile Marine had this in its contract: Here is the agree-
ment with this benevolent concern that had charge of
things, that was given $6,000,000 of Government notes free,
that took out of service the Leviathan, which was supposed
to be the greatest ship sailing between the United States
and Southampton, and it is in the mud; and this concern
has not paid a dime on the $3,000,000 it did agree to give
for the $9,000,000 of notes. Here is the contract that the
International Mercantile Marine had entered into. This was
between the International Mercantile Marine and the British
Government:

This agreement shall have effect for 20 years from the 2Tth of
September 1902 and shall continue in force thereafter subject to a
notice of 5 years on either side (which may be given during the
continuance of this agreement); provided, that His Majesty's
Government shall have the right to terminate this agreement at
any time if the association pursue a policy injurious to the inter-
ests of the British mercantile marine or of British trade.

In other words, this benevolent concern, to which we made
all these gifts, and which we gave a $4,000,000 subsidy for
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the purpose of carrying the mail, for which Mr. Kermit
Roosevelt was exerting himself in an effort to get some kind
of an underhold in order to preserve it—the International
Mercantile Marine had, several years previously, gone into
an agreement that nothing that would ever be done by them
was ever to interfere with the supremacy of the British
mercantile marine.

They tried to get around that, Mr. President. They went
over and made some kind of an amendment of this contract
stipulating that the contract should not apply to American
ships duly documented under the laws of the United States;
but I am told by authority that this did not say anything
about the management of American ships by the Interna-
tional Mercantile Marine and that there was a vast differ-
ence between putting responsibility in the ships and putting
it in the management of the ships, and that that was the
view taken of the matter by a former member of the Ship-
ping Board, and he always regarded it as strictly impossibla
for them to do anything except contrary to the best inter-
ests of the American mercantile marine.

Now, there is another little innocent thing before the
Senate.

Following this particular time when Mr. Kermit Roose-
velt and Mr. Vincent Astor had the yacht down there in
Florida waters that they are talking about, Mr. Kermit
Roosevelt issued a statement; and here is his statement,
published in the New York Evening Post. - He said:

We are hopeful that the administration in Washington will
eventually render the kind of assistance necessary to permit the

completion of plans we have for a further development of
American-flag fleets second to none on the high seas.

How were they going to develop them? Why, they took
off the Leviathan. Today the White Star Line, flying the
British flag, on which the International Mercantile Marine
holds a mortgage for $9,000,000, are operating the Majestic,
and it is advertised as the biggest ship on the seas. They
have taken off the Leviathan, which they bought for a song,
with all the other ships, for $3,000,000 in notes, due 3 years
from date, and we gave them a $4,000,000 contract on top
of that, and they never have paid a dollar of the $3,000,000
up to this time, and they junked the Leviathan, the opera-
tion of which they claimed was the consideration for the
low price.

Was there a reason for taking off the Leviathan, Mr.
President?

I have here a report which shows that the last month the
Leviathan ran it had 993 passengers to the voyage, as against
955 carried in the Majestic, under the British flag. The
Leviathan was carrying an average of 40 more passengers
per trip than the Majestic, which flew the flag of Great
Britain, was carrying. The Leviathan was the biggest ship
in the world. It flew the American flag. These people had
been given millions and millions and millions of dollars of
American money; and after being placed in full control, with
this kind of a subsidy, the next thing they did was to take
off the Leviathan and make it unseaworthy, and today it is
lying in the mud.

Talk about giving them a subsidy! Here is another little
thing coming up—this matter of reciprocity.

I understand that these gentlemen have something figured
on reciprocity. I never figured on it. I understand that
the International Mercantile Marine now have matters all
fixed so that they and their allies in agreement are the only
ones that have any ships, and that if they can work the re-
ciprocity agreements around to the point where they ean say,
in these reciprocal trade agreements, that a certain amount
of the traffic shall be hauled in American ships, that is the
same as though we wrote “the International Mercantile
Marine ” into the contract for a lot of it. Thereby will this
concern, so closely attached to foreign shipping interests, be
given cargoes for the future, through * reciprocity.”

Those things, Mr. President, I present to the Senate.
They have come within my knowledge; and I think it is
my duty to communicate them to the Senate.
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ROBERT H. JACESON

The Senate, in executive session, resumed the considera-
tion of the nomination of Robert H. Jackson to be general
counsel for the Bureau of Internal Revenue.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I desire to make just one
or two more comments because of the statements made by
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] and the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] with respect to my state-
ment to the following effect. I quote from the REcorp:

I desire to point this out because I think the Secretary of the
Treasury was absolutely tricky, and I think he is wholly unre-
liable, in this connection, at least—

The Senator from Mississippi said that he could not agree
in that conclusion, and the Senator from Virginia made
some reference to vituperation.

I have been here a long time. If I should approach the
leader of the majority, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Rosinson], or the Senator from Virginia, and ask a question,
and should be answered in the same manner that Mr, Mor-
genthau answered me, I should say that they were tricky and
unreliable. Mr. Morgenthau was asked by me if he had
“ fired ” Prettyman, and he said “No.” It later developed
that he had asked for his resignation. That did not develop,
however, until later.

I ask the Senator from Virginia now, if I should approach
him and ask him if he had “ fired " Prettyman, and he had
only asked for his resignation, whether he would have
said “ no.”

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I should have said that I
had “ fired * him.

I was unhappy in the use of the words. I am so accus-
tomed to moderation that, knowing that the Senator from
Michigan was scarcely less moderate than I, I just blundered

there. I meant to use the word *reproach ”, rather than
* yituperate.”

Mr. COUZENS. I thank the Senator.

That is no. 1. Now, I shall mention point no. 2 in con-

firmation of my statement, which I do not retract one iota.

When Mr. Morgenthau was asked before the Finance Com-
mittee whether Mr. Jackson had been sworn in or not, he
answered in the affirmative, and stopped. It appears that
for 9 days prior to that Mr. Jackson had occupied the posi-
tion of general counsel without taking his oath of office.
Yet, in answer to my question as to whether he had been
sworn in or not, the Secretary answered in the affirmative,
without any qualification at all, to the effect that he had
served 9 days without having taken his oath of office.

I submit that if I had asked the Senator from Arkansas
or the Senator from Virginia that same sort of question,
either of those gentlemen would have said, “ He was sworn
in on the 9th of February, 9 days after he was appointed.”

Because of those evasive answers, I stand by my conclu-
sion that at least in this connection the Secretary was tricky
and unreliable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Will the
Senate advise and consent to the nomination of Robert H.
Jackson to be general counsel for the Bureau of Internal
Revenue?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, in view of
the length of time the nomination of Mr. Robert H. Jackson
has been pending before the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the President be notified of the action of the
Senate in confirming the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?
Chair hears none, and the President will be notified.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, I move that
the Senate resume the consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to.

NATIONAL INCOME

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, some time ago the
Senate authorized the publication of a report on distribu-
tion of income, which has been given Senate Document

The
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No. 124. Since that time certain illustrations have been
presented.

Affer conferring with the Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional order incorporating the illustrations and ordering
them printed with the document.

gheimmmme OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordere

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. McKELLAR submitted the following report:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 7295) making appropriations for the Treasury and
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1935, and for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
4, 5, 25, and 35.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 29, 37, and 38,
and agree fo the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 2, and agree fo the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert * $18,500,000”;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 27: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 27, and agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $98,500,000”;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 28: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 28,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $47,200,000 ”; and tre Sen-~
afe agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 30,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the
following: “ $12,000,000 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 36,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $13,325,000 ”’; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same,

The committee of conference report in disagreement
amendments numbered 3, 31, 32, 33, and 34.

CARTER GLASS,

EKENNETH MCEKELLAR,

PARK TRAMMELL,

FREDERICK STEIWER,

L. J. DICKINSON,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

Winriam W. ARNOLD,

Louis LupLow,

JoHN TABER,

CLARENCE J. McLEob,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. McKELLAR. I move that the Senate agree to the
conference report.

The motion was agreed fo.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I move now that the
Senate recede from its amendments numbered 31, 32, 33,
and 34.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in regard to the amend-
ments on which the Senate has just voted to recede, I want
to make a short statement.
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These amendments refer to what is known as the “ Reeds-
ville, W.Va., matter.” The House conferees took the amend-
ments back to the House, and the House voted 3 o 1, as I
recollect, against accepting the Senate amendments. Of
course, under those circumstances, I cannot ask to have the
amendments go back to conference, and therefore I have
moved that the Senate recede.

In that connection I want to say that I think both Houses
made a mistake in not adopting the Reedsville plan. My
reasons are to be found in a statement from the Post Office
Department, which I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in tlie REcorp as a part of my remarks at this place in the
REecorb.

 The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to

be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Marca 7, 1934,
Memorandum for Mr. Evans.

In connection with the strong opposition to the proposed erec-
tion of a Government factory in connection with the consumma-
tion of the subsistence-homesteads project near Reedsville, W.Va.,
which has developed among manufacturers throughout the coun-
iry, and particularly to that which has mahifested itself through
the Keyless Lock Co., of Indianapolis, Ind., which, it is understood,
is owned by Mr, Arthur R. Baxter, of that city, there is set out
herein for such consideration as the facts may warrant, certain
information which is supported by records in the Department and
by personal observation and contact in the factory of the Keyless
Lock Co. and in post offices on a number of occasions.

For several years the product of the Keyless Lock Co. as far
as the Post Office Department is concerned, has been confined
exclusively to the manufacture of steel furniture and screen-line
equipment which is sold on contract to the Government, or sold
outright or leased to a postmaster or the lessor of a building in
which the post office is located. The latter plan is more highly
remunerative to the Keyless Lock Co. than the former plan for
the reason that in practically every instance a much lower rate
is made to the Government than to a or other lessee
for the outright purchase of the necessary equipment.

Investigation disclosed that the greatest source of revenue ac-
cruing to the Keyless Lock Co., however, is derived from post-
office furniture and screen-line equipment furnished a postmaster
on a rental basls, payable monthly in advance, under the terms
of an iron-clad lease contract executed by the company and the
postmaster or lessor of a post-office building. There is attached
hereto a photostatic copy of form of such lease executed by a
postmaster, which is as follows:

“To have and to hold same from the date of installation, and
to continue thereafter so long as the said lessee continues as
postmaster at ————, and until said chattel property is shipped
back to sald owner by sald lessee, as hereinafter provided. And
sald lessee, In conslderation of the leasing of sald chattel prop-
erty, by the sald owner, as hereln set forth, agrees to pay to the
sald owner, as rent for sald chattel property, the sum of —
dollars and —— cents (§&——) a month in advance, the first pay-
ment being due on the date of installation, and to continue there-
after monthly until the termination of this lease contract.

“And the sald lessee further agrees that all of the said property
shall be considered as chattel property, and hereby agrees not
to attach any portion thereof to any building which would oper-
ate to make said chattel property a part of any building. It is,
however, agreed between the said owner and lessee that the said
owner will supply the necessary ‘flller strips’ without charge
to the said lessee, which ‘filler strips' the sald lessee may at-
tach to his walls as part of sald walls, and to said *filler strips’
the above-mentioned post-office screen work may be attached
with removable screws.

“It is further agreed and understood between the said parties
to this lease contract that the said owner will carefully crate the
said chattel property described above, and deliver the same f.0.h.
the raiiroad station at Indianapolis, Ind., and that the said lessee
will pay for, at his own expense, all freight, hauling, and erection
charges connected with the installation of said work, and further
that at the expiration of his incumbency as postmaster, the said
lessee shall immediately, at his own expense, carefully take down,
crate, and ship same to the sald owner at Indianapolis, Ind., or
to am:?e equally distant point at owner's option, all freight charges
prepaid.

“It is further agreed between the parties that at the expira-
tion of this lease, peaceable possession of the said chattel prop-
erty shall be given to the said owner in as good condition as
when shipped to the said lessee, the usual wear and tear excepted;
and furthermore, that upon the nonpayment of said rent that the
sald owner may, at his election, within 80 days after said rent
shall have become due, recover possession of said chattel prop-

erty, as if the same was held by forcible detainer.”

- This lease contains no provision whatever for the subsequent
purchase of the equipment by the lessee, regardless of the amount
that may have been paid in rental therefor, and, notwithstanding
the provisions of the lease as applies to the lessee it might not
deserve severe criticlsm if it obligated the lessee for a reasonably
limited period, but it is operative to the fullest extent “so long
as the said lessee continues as postmaster , and there are numer-
ous instances where postmasters have continuous service extending
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over a period of 25 or 30, and in some Instances over 40 years,
there being a few instances in excess of even this period.

Investigation disclosed that there are a large number of cases
where this, or a similar contract has remained in full force and
effect over such an extended period that, based upon the quoted
sale price, the equipment covered by such lease contract had been
pald for several times over in rentals, even as many as six or
seven times.

For instance, thers was installed in the post office at Beacon
Falls, Conn., on September 1, 1918, certain equipment manufac-
tured by the Keyless Lock Co., at which time that company quoted
to the postmaster, who was also the lessor of the building in which
the office was being conducted, a price of $1,209 for the outright
purchase of the equipment by the postmaster, or on a rental basis
of $104 per quarter, or $416 per annum. The rental plan was
chosen by the postmaster and the records in the Department show
that this equipment is still being rented at that rate. On the
basis of 15, years and 7 months (the current March quarter in
advance) since the date of the installation of this equipment and
figured at the rate quoted per annum, it appears that there has
been paid in rental on this equipment a total of $6,968. Based
on the initial cost of this equipment as quoted by the Keyless
Lock Co., that is, $1,209, fully installed, the annual payment of
&ilstln rental is equal to 34.4 percent per annum on the invest-
ment.

Again the Keyless Lock Co. furnished certain equipment, to the
lessor, for use in the post office at Tonkawa, Okla., on a rental
basis of $80 per month and the lease on the present post-office
quarters at that point terminated on February 26, 1934, at the
expiration of 10 years. Rental on this equipment at the rate of
$80 per month amounted to $960 per annum and over the period
of 10 years there was pald $9,600 for the use of the equipment,
which would have cost at the of the lease approximately
the sum of $1,861, figured item by item at the prevailing rate at
that time. Much of the equipment furnished, however, is not in
use, & large portion of it now being stored in the building.
Recently when investigating the case at Tonkawa with a view to
obtaining a new lease at a reduced rate, the post-office
handling the case was able to obtain an offer for the new lease
at a rate of $830 per annum, as against a rate of 2,100 per annum
under the former lease, due in a large measure to the Keyless
Lock Co. having agreed to reduce to the lessor the rate for rental
of such equipment as was actually in use at Tonkawa from $£80
to #15 per month, with the understanding that any taxes that
fulght be levied against this equipment would be paid by the
essee,

Further, there was installed in the post office at Urbana, Ohio,
on March 1, 1922, certain equipment manufactured by the Keyless
Lock Co., which equipment was rented by the lessor of the build-
ing in which the post office was conducted, from the Keyless Lock
Co. on the basis of $964 per annum, the records showing that this
rental was paid throughout the life of the lease which expired on
March 1, 1982. When this lease was about to expire and the post-
office inspector was endeavoring to negotiate a new lease at a
reduced rate it developed that the lessor of the building would
not consent to a reduction in the rental then in effect and it
became necessary to take the matter up direct with the Keyless
Lock Co. with a view to having that concern make a substantial
reduction in their charge for rental of the equipment. After a
somewhat lengthy correspondence the Keyless Lock Co. stated that
they were willing to reduce the rate of rental but they requested
the Department to set the amount which, of course, the Depart-
ment could not do. The inspector who handled the lease case in
this instance stated in his report that he had no information as
to what this equipment y cost, but gave it as his opinion
that new equipment sufficlent for the needs of the office would
cost approximately $3,500 at the time of the investigation and
that it was not believed that the equipment then in use would
have a value in excess of $2,000 in 1932. It was also the opinion
of the inspector that the rate of rental then being charged by the
Eeyless Lock Co. for the use of this equipment was apparently
excessive, which rate, of course, would be included by the pro-
ponent in his proposal to the Department. The list of items of
equipment furnished in this instance has subsequently been
checked against approximate current prices in effect at that time,
and it is estimated that this equipment, when new, could have
been purchased for approximately $2,260 and that it could be -
purchased today for about $2,000.

In any event, when the Department informed the Keyless Lock
Co. that it was not believed that their equipment had a value in
excess of $3,500 they Immediately agreed on that amount as a basis
on which to submit an offer to reduce their rental, and they sub-
mitted an offer to accept 12 percent of that amount, or $420, per
annum for the new lease. The Department protested that this
rate was still too high and that a rate of $280 per annum, or 6-
percent return plus 2 percent for incidentals, would be fair. To
this latter proposal the Eeyless Lock Co. finally agreed, but when
it came to setting the date for the new rental rate to become effec-
tive they would not consent to March 1, 1932, the date of expira-
tion of the former lease, as desired by the Department, but they
arbitrarily set it for June 1, and the higher, or former, rate was
paid them from March 1 to May 31, and then the new rate of $280
per annum became effective on June 1, 1932. This rate continued
in effect until December 11, 1933, on which date the office was
moved into the new Federal building, and the lease on the equip-
ment automatically expired. Thus it will be noted that the Eey-
less Lock Co. received a total of some $10,308 from the lessor of
the bullding for the use of equipment which could have been
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purchased by the Department outright for about $2,500, and title
to this equipment was still vested in the EKeyless Lock Co. at the
termination of the lease; and the same is likewise true in the two
cases previously mentioned herein.

Another case l.n polnt mdicatlug t.hat it wcruld be to the finan-
cial advantage of de Government-owned
equipment in leased buﬂdlngs is thst of temporary quarters for
the main post office in the city of Detroit, Mich,, at the present
time. The Eeyless Lock Co. manufactured and sold outright to
the lessor of the temporary quarters in Detroit, provided by the
Treasury Department, a steel screen line approximately 300 feet
long containing 32 service windows. The cost of all this equip-
ment was taken into the cost of alterations on the building of the
successful bidder for temporary quarters, who was given a lease
on June 2, 1931, for 157,420 square feet of floor space, at the rate of
$65,000 per annum, to run for a period of 18 months, and for
as long thereafter as should be required by the Government. It
was stated that the cost of the alterations to fit the guarters for
the needs of the Government, including all equipment, should be
$95,400, which amount was divided into 12 equsal parts and added
to the rent for the first 12 months of occupancy. Thus it will be
noted that the Government actually paid the cost of this equip-
ment in 1 year, mdownerahlplsstmacttmuy in the hands of the
lessor of the temporary quarters. If the Government manufac-
tured or otherwise owned this equipment, it could be transferred
to other post offices as needed, and a substantial saving in cost to
the Department would result thereby.

With particular reference to the product of the Keyless Lock
Co.’s plant at Indianapolis, it may be staied that it has been a
common practice on the part of this concern to restore for further
service large quantities of old used equipment which has been

repossessed by the company either on account of the nonpayment
of rental by fermination of a lease with a postmaster or other
lessee, or which has turned back to the owner bodily by a

r after his office had been furnished with suitable
Government-owned pment.

The process of rehabilitation has been by submerging the steel
screen line units in an acid bath to remove every vestige of the
former finish; then the dents and other defects in the metal are
rolled out by heavy machinery, flanges are straightened and
squared, sUghtmtsputarem.oved and the equipment is then
returned to the finishing room where a new finish is put on, the
equipment being subsequently returned to the shipping room
apparently ready for new-trade channels. It is not known
whether or not any of these rehabilitated units have ever been
sold as new equipment, but it is no reflection on the integrity of
the Eeyless Lock Co. to state that much of it could easily be
furnished as new equipment to the average posimaster or other
person unfamiliar with such product.

I have on a number of occasions, when visiting this plant on
official duty, noted their drying ovens completely filled with this
rehabilitated equipment, while other sections of the plant would
have large quantities of this made-over equipment on the floors.
I distinctly recall that on one occasion when I was officially at
this factory one of the foremen directed my particular attention
to a long array of screen-line panels standing along the walls of
one of the rooms, and he suggested that I go over and look at these
units carefully and then come back and let him know what I
thought of the equipment. I accordingly went over and looked
carefully at a number of these units and then re to where
this foreman was working, and I said to him, “ Well, they look
pretty nifty ”, whereupon he said to me, “ You will be surprised
when I tell you that that particular screen- -line equipment has
been In constant service for over 15 years."”

While on a recent tour of official duty through the West I visited
the factory of the George Fensky Co. in San Francisco, Calif., a
concern which manufactures post-office equipment of wood, on
which occasion Mr. Fensky brought up the question of the Gov-
ernment going to manufacture pest-office equipment in the pro-
posed new factory near Reedsville, W.Va., and he voluntarily in-
formed me that he had received a letter from Mr, Baxter, of the
Keyless Lock Co., strongly urging him to write letters protesting
the proposed action of the Government going into the manufac-
ture of postal equipment, these letters to be addressed to Presi-
dent Roosevelt, Postmaster General Farley, and to Senator Hmmam
Joug:ron,ofcamomm,annmthohadwtmmdmglymthe
-matter.

It is well known that Mr. Baxter is the author of many state-
ments protesting violently against the contemplated manufac-
ture by the Government of post-office furniture and screen-line
equipment and as a refutation of his repeated claim that such ac-
tion by the Department would throw hundreds of men out of
employment at his factory, there is quoted below an excerpt from
a letter written by him to the purchasing agent of the Post Office
Department under date of June 9, 1033:

“As you probably know, we (the Keyless Lock Co.) have been
receiving practically no business from your office on screen line
and furniture during the past year, but we are still going through
the formality of making bids.”

Mr. Baxter, as well as a number of others through whom he is
working violently against the West Virginia project, is on record
in print on a number of occasions as stating that if this project
goes through it will close his factory down entirely and thus
throw out of employment 250 men. In this connection I desire
to state that I have been making official trips of inspection to
the factory of the Eeyless Lock Co. in Indianapolis regularly since
July 16, 1931, and never once during that time to my knowledge
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has Mr. Baxter ever had that number of men employed, and I do
not hesitate to say that I do not think he has ever during that
period bhad half that number of men employed in his factory at
one time.

It is shown, by careful examination of the files relating to
various lease cases in which is involved the furnishing of equip-
ment by the Eeyless Lock Co. or the American Post Office Equip-
ment Co., both concerns owned by Mr., Baxter, the Department
has for & number of years paid indirectly into the treasuries of
these concerns thousands of dollars representing financial returns
on the original investment involved in each case from 10 to
500 percent.

The Eeyless Lock Co. (and the American Post Office Equipment
Co.) have two sources of revenue on rentals of equipment, namely,
through rental to lessors of post-office quarters who, in turn, pbass
the charge along to the Department as additional rent, and
through rentals of equipment to usually at offices
of the third class, who are required to provida their own equip-
ment. Very few postmasters at offices of the third class, upon
appointment, are able to purchase outright the equipment neces-
sary to conduct the office. It has been my observation in going
over numerous rental cases in the division of post-office quarters
that advantage of this circumstance has been taken by the
Keyless Lock Co., which, through what might be termed high-
pressure aa]asmanshlp, has been able to induce many postmasters
to sign leases for equipment at excessive rates, considering the
value of the equipment; which leases contain the provision that
the contract shall remain in force so long as the leases shall
continue as postmaster at the office involved.

BSeveral years ago the Department, under authority of Congress,
entered into a program of relieving postmasters at offices of the
third class of expense in connection with rental of equipment by
making leases at these offices with the Government supplying the
equipment. After reviewing hundreds of gquestionnaires received
from postmasters in the $1,800 to $2,300 salary grades, a number of
cases were selected for investigation by inspectors with a view to
making long-term leases with Government-owned equipment. An
attempt was made to relieve first those postmasters who were
renting equipment at an excessive rate. Consequently, a great
many of the leases which were finally entered into and under
which the Department supplied the equipment were at offices
where the postmasters had signed leases with the Keyless Lock
Co. The company endeavored in most cases to force the post-
masters to comply with the terms of the leases and to continue
to pay the rent on the equipment, even thought it had been
removed from the post offices and Government-owned equipment
installed in lieu thereof. A number of postmasters in this cate-
gory wrote the Department for advice relative to what should be
done as the result of the demands of tle Eeyless Lock Co. Inas-
much as the solicitor for the Post Office Department ruled that
the lease confract was legal, the Department had no other re-
course than to advise the that the argumr mt was be-
tween him and the Keyless Lock Co.

It is known, however, that the Eeyless Lock Co. did not en-
deavor to enforce the contracts in some cases. Instead of trying
to force the postmasters to continue to pay the rentals indefi-
nitely, the Eeyless Lock Co. in an effort to get as much money
as possible from the postmasters, offered to take back the equip-
ment on condition that several months’ rental be paid after the
equipment was shipped back to the factory at the postmaster's
expense.

For Instance, the postmaster at Salina, Utah, in a letter to the
Department dated April 28, 1832, stated that “ the company has
told me 1t will cancel my contract if I will continue to pay the
above amount of rent for 6 months after returning the boxes
to the home office.”

The postmaster at Salina had rented the equipment from the
Eeyless Lock Co. at the rate of $148.20 per year for 8 years, or a
total of $1,185.60. As the result of the Investigation by the in=
spector looking toward making a lease at SBalina, with the De-
partment supplying the equipment, the Department purchased
all new modern standard equipment from the Eeyless Lock Co.
for the sum of $1,129.36.

In support of the contention that the lease contracts which
the EKeyless Lock Co. made with various postmasters were unfair
and that the company was quite willing to cancel the agreements
rather than to force postmasters to continue paying renfals, it
has been ascertalned that the Eeyless Lock Co., In many cases
involving purchase of Government-owned equipment, offered to
sell to the Department, at a greatly reduced price, the second-
hand equipment which was then being rented to the postmasters,

None of these proposals of the Keyless Lock Co. to sell the
second-hand equipment was accepted by the Department inasmuch
as the equipment was found in practically all cases to be non-
standard.

Listed below are a number of third-class offices which fall in
the class of those just mentioned:

Oldham, S.Dak.: Postmaster rented equipment from the Keyless
Lock Co. at $165 per year for 7 years. Department bought new
equipment from Morgan Lumber & Manufacturing Co. for $822.76.

St. George, 8.C.: Postmaster rented equipment from the Keyless
Lock Co. at $171.60 per year for § years. Department bought new
eqmu;;'mte:; from the Keyless Lock Co. for $944.30 f.0.b. Indian-

0 .
a‘:'Pt’.m‘l:uarv‘iIle, Ohio: Equipment rented by postmaster from the
Eeyless Lock Co. at $1562.40 per annum for 7 years. Department
purchased new equipment from Federal Equipment Co. for $892,
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Cumberland, Ky.: Sereen line only rented from the Keyless Lock
Co. for several years at $273 per annum, Department purchased
new equipment from the Keyless Lock Co. for $1,311.33.

Whitesville, W.Va.: Lessor rented equipment from the Keyless
Lock Co. at $150 per annum. Department purchased new equip-
ment from Federal Equipment Co. for the net sum of $818.90. The
Keyless Lock Co. offered to sell to the Department for $495 the
second-hand equipment it was renting to the postmaster for the
sum of $150 per year. This proposal was rejected, however, inas-
much as the used equipment was not standard.

Decatur, Miss.: Pald the Keyless Lock Co. $90 per year for 2
sections lockboxes 120-32-8 for 6 years. Department purchased
complete eguipment for $862.70 (delivered and installed) from
Corbin Cabinet Lock Co.

Tinley Park, Ill.: Postmaster paid $264 to the Eeyless Lock Co.
{(per year) for equipment, 2 years. Department purchased equiv-
alent equipment from McLane Manufacturing Co. for $752.40.

Gridley, Il1l.: Postmaster paid $142 per year to American Post
Office Equipment Co. for equipment for 8 years; value, $1,190.
Department purchased new equipment from the Keyless Lock Co.
(delivered and installed) for £1,036.33.

Isle, Minn.: Postmaster paid $144 per year rent to the Keyless
Lock Co. for equipment, 6 years. Department purchased new
equipment from the Keyless Lock Co. (delivered and installed)
for $805.49 less 5 percent, 10 days.

Mound City, Eans.: Postmaster rented equipment from the
Keyless Lock Co. at $121.20 per year for 2 years. Department
purchased equipment from the Keyless Lock Co. (delivered and
installed) for $1,023.37 less 5 percent, 10 days.

With reference to the first source of revenue to the Keyless
Lock Co. by rental of equipment, mentioned above, namely, the
rental of equipment to lessors, it is this business that represents
a vast source of income to the Keyless Lock Co.

At Huntington Beach, Calif., under a lease executed for post-
office quarters in 1822, equipment was rented by the lessor from
the Keyless Lock Co. at a rate of $640 per annum, with the
Department paying the lessor $2,400 per annum for the quarters.
This lease was extended in 1627 on a month-to-month basis at
the same rate and renewed on September 21, 1928, for another 5
years at 1,500 per annum. During the 11 years the lease ran, the
Keyless Lock Co. received £5,840 for the rental of the equipment.
On June 9 last, the inspector handling the lease case reported
that an equipment company on the coast had offered to duplicate
the equipment, delivered and installed, for the sum of $2,000. On
attempting to make a new lease, the inspector suggested to the
lessor that he negotiate with the Eeyless Lock Co. for the purpose
of securing a reduction in the rental paid for equipment. The
company finally agreed to reduce the rent to $22 per month, and
the lessor thereupon agreed to renew the lease at $1,000 per year
with equipment, or at $800 per year without equipment. It may
be stated that subsequently, after readvertising for quarters, the
present lessors submitted a new proposal, which was accepted,
for rental at $480 per year with the Governmeni supplying the
equipment.

At Overton, Tex., the equipment owned by the Keyless Lock Co.,
valued at approximately $450 by the lease inspector, was rented
to the postmaster by the company at the rate of $98 per year.
In negotiating the new lease the inspector suggested that the
Department take over the second-hand equipment belonging to
the Keyless Lock Co., inasmuch as certain Department-owned
equipment was also in use at the office and used in conjunction
with this privately owned equipment. After advertising in the
usual manner, an order was drawn on April 2, 1932, on the Eey-
less Lock Co. for the second-hand equipment. Notwithstanding
this purchase by the Department, the Keyless Lock Co. continued
to bill the postmaster for rental, sending him a notice on June
23, 1932, that a payment of $8 would be due July 1; and on or
about July 30, 1932, sent him a notice that $16 rental was past
due. The postmaster called the matter to the attention of the
Department, asking if information he had received from the in-
spector to the effect that the equipment had been purchased by
the Department was correct. The matter was taken up with the
Keyless Lock Co. and request made that the billing for rental
be discontinued; also, make refund of any rental paid after April
2, 1832, Under date of September 20, 1932, the Keyless Lock Co.
acknowledged the errors and stated the amount overpaid had been
refunded to the postmaster at Overton, Tex.

At Sinton, Tex., a lease at the rate of $1 per year expired Jan-
uary 31, 1833. Previous to the expiration of the lease the De-
partment was in controversy with the lessor relative to matters

“of light, heat, etc. The lessor, who rented equipment from the
Keyless Lock Co. at the rate of $468 per year, was in arrears to
that concern in the amount of approximately $750. A group of
business men agreed to assist the lessor in paying the

of renting equipment, furnishing heat, light, ete, but the indi-
viduals who made this agreement failed to carry out their part
of the contract, and the lessors lost considerable money in carry-
ing out the lease. When the time came to negotiate a new lease,
the lessor was in the position of an unsuitable lessor, but the
inspector stated that he believed conditions would be much im-
proved under a new lease at a regular rental.

The most advantageous proposal was that of the owner of the
quarters then occupied, and the owner offered quarters either
with or without equipment. The Keyless Lock Co., only after the
inspector had suggested to the proponent that an effort be made
to have the rental reduced, agreed to reduce the rental on the
equipment, which was then 10 years old and nonstandard, to
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$240 per year under a 5-year lease with option to renew for an
additional 5 years at the same rate.

The Division of Equipment and Supplies was requested to advise
whether second-hand equipment could be furnished for the
Sinton office (current legislation. prohibits the purchase of new
equipment for offices of the third class) but that Division advised
that all svailable equipment had been assigned to other post
offices of the third class.

Consequently it was determined that the best interests of all
concerned would be served by accepting no. 1 at the
rate of $480 per year for the room then occupled with equipment
supplied by the lessor. Half of this rental will, in turn, be pald
to the Keyless Lock Co., by the lessor, and under the 5-year lease
that concern will be paid $1,200 for equipment which it has al-
ready rented to the lessor for 10 years and on which it has
received approximately $4,500 in rentals.

From the above it can be seen that if the Department were
authorized to furnish equipment to post offices of the third class
where unusual conditions exist, a direct saving in rentals could
be effected many times. If Government-owned equipment had
been carried in stock which could have been provided the Sinton
post office the cost would be much less than $1,200, which will
be pald in rental, and at the expiration of the lease period the
Department would still own the equipment.

In connection with this phase of the matter attention is also
invited to the fact that many times lease cases are delayed to the
point where acceptance of the new proposal is not effected until
about the time the old lease expires. If the Department is re-
quired to furnish the equipment, it takes from 60 to 120 days to
go through the regular routine of advertising, awarding contract,
manufacturing, shipment, and installation of the equipment.
Many times this involves double rentals or the payment of exces-
sive renewal rates in the old quarters. The point is made that
if the Department manufactured its own screen-line equipment,
the various items of equipment could be made up in advance and
carried in stock %eady for immediate shipment, thus effecting
considerable saving. ;

1. P. Dawson,
Traveling Mechanician.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr, President, I may say that many
Representatives and Senators were perhaps persuaded to
vote as they did in reference to this matter by propaganda
sent out from what is known as the Keyless Lock Co., of
Indianapolis, Ind. The statement I have had printed in
the Recorp has to do with that. That company has been
enjoying a virtual monopoly for some years in furnishing
post-office equigment, first to the Government, and, sec-
ondly, to the several post offices, at such prices that I think
any fair-minded man would say, after having read the state-
ment, that such purchases should not be permitted under any
circumstances, The Government should not have paid any
such prices, nor should the Government make it necessary
for the postmasters of the country to pay such prices.

At a later date I will introduce a bill seeking to deal with
the question of post-office equipment. The situation ought
to be corrected, and the only possible way in which it can
be corrected is for the Government to take some such step
as is set out in the amendments referred to.

UNCLAIMED DEPOSITS IN NATIONAL BANKS—RECONSIDERATION

Mr. REED. Mr. President, 2 or 3 days ago the Senate
agreed to a motion requesting the House to return to the
Senate the bill (8. 2359) to provide for the disposition of
unclaimed deposits in national banks, which we had passed.
The House has now messaged the bill back to the Senate in
accordance with our reqguest. Now that the bill is again in
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent that the votes by which
it was read the third time and passed be reconsidered, and
that the measure be placed on the Senate calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there objection?
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

NAVAL CONSTRUCTION

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, yesterday I entered a motion
to reconsider the votes by which House bill 6604, the naval
construction bill, had been read the third time and passed,
because I wanted to have an amendment which I had offered
considered and voted on by the Senate.

I have had conferences with the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs of the House of Representatives and
the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs as
to the purpose I desire to serve, and they have promised to
consider the matter, and state they think they can work out
a reasonably satisfactory solution of it in the provisions
which will be in conference. I do not want to hold up or
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delay the bill, and I have every confidence in the ability of
the gentlemen to whom I have referred to be fair in the
matter, so I withdraw my notice of a motion to reconsider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the notice
is withdrawn.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
insist on its amendments to House bill 6604, ask a confer-
ence with the House on the bill and amendments, and that
the conferees on the part of the Senate be appointed by the
Chair.

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap-
pointed Mr. TraMMELL, Mr. WaLsH, Mr. Typincs, Mr. HALE,
and Mr. MercaLr conferees on the part of the Senate.

INCLUSION OF CATTLE AS A BASIC COMMODITY

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7478) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to
include cattle as a basic agricultural commodity, and for
other purposes.

Mr. FESS obtained the floor.

Mr., McNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. FESS. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. The Senator from Ohio having yielded, I
desire to ask the Senator from Texas as to the parliamentary
situation. I understand the pending proposal is the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Texas fo the language
found on lines 2 and 3, page 2. Is that coerect?

Mr. CONNALLY. The matter immediately pending is the
committee amendment, to strike out the word “ advance ”
and then I propose to urge my amendment.

Mr. McNARY. I do not want to delay consideration of
the committee amendment, but I want to discuss briefly the
proposal of the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the com-
mittee amendment is agreed to, and the question now is on
the amendment offered by the Senator from Texas [Mr.
CornaLLy] on lines 2 and 3, page 2.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I should like very much
to propound a question or two to the Senator from Texas
with respect to the reasons for the amendment.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think I shall proceed just
briefly, if the Senator from Ohio will permit me,.

As I read the House text, the money to be provided out
of the Treasury, in the sum of $200,000,000, is to be reim-
bursed and again covered into the Treasury of the United
States through a duly levied processing tax. When the bill
reached the Senate committee the word *“advance” was
stricken out, so it makes a pure grant out of the Treasury in
the sum of $200,000,000 to be used in the cattle and dairy
industry. Is that the interpretation the Senator from Texas
places on the bill?

Mr. CONNALLY, It is not.

Mr. McNARY. What purpose was there in striking out
the word “ advance "'?

Mr. CONNALLY. I was not present in the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. I assume the Senator
from Oregon was there when the Secretary appeared and
asked that the word be stricken out.

Mr, McNARY. I was nof there.

Mr, CONNALLY. I am sure that it was stricken out for
the reason that the effect of this bill is to place cattle under
section 12 of the original act. Under section 12 of the orig-
inal act, subsections (a) and (b), the Secretary is authorized
to make use of the appropriation for rental and benefit pay-
ments. It does not use the word “ advance ”; neither does
the act use the word “ advance ” with respect to any other
agricultural commodity. It simply treats cattle as it treats
all other basic commodities. I assume the word “ advance ”
was stricken out at the request of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture because he did not want to differentiate between cattle
and the other commodities.

The Senator from Colorado just called my attention to
the proceedings before the committee. If the Senator from
Oregon will bear with me, I will refer briefly to the statement
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of Chester C. Davis, Administrator, Agricultural Adjustment
Administration:

There is one criticism that I have of the form of the bill as it
came over from the House, If you will take that bill and turn
over to the second page, it says:

“And to make advance rental and/or benefit payments with

thereto.” As you gentlemen know, we have power under
the present bill to make advances when they are benefit payments
by securing a Treasury advance. I think your commitiee should
take that word “advance” out and just say: “To make rental
and benefit payments with respect thereto", for the reason that
with that *“advance” in there It might raise a question as to
whether the practice we now follow is legal or not; whether since
you state the advance in connection with cattle it might imply
that we have not the power to make the advance with the other
commodities.

The legal staff consulted me some days ago and made the
same argument, that since they had the power under the
general act to make advance payments, if we inserted -that
word it might imply that as to other commodities it did
not have that power.

Mr. McNARY. That is the view I have taken of the
language since reading it this afternoon.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, it appears to me that pos-
sibly the reason they asked for this change was on account
of section 9 (a), which provides that wherever benefit pay-
ments are made a processing tax must be immediately
levied. I cannot see the difference between an advance
and a benefit payment. If money is advanced to a farmer
on account of his crop, it seems to me it is a benefit pay-
ment. That is the way I interpret it.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it is perfectly clear to me
that, under section 11, subdivision (b), the Secretary of the
Treasury and the Secretary of Agriculture cooperating or
collaborating can determine in advance the amount of
money that will accumulate from the levying of the proc-
essing tax. That is a very simple thing to do, and that is
what is done in the case of all the commodities now named
in the act. I assume the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Texas is intended to bring again this language
back into the act under subdivision 12, namely, that there
will be no gratuity, no grant, no advance, if not reim-
bursable into the Treasury of the United States, so that
cattle will not be favored over any other commodity speci-
fied in the bill. Is that the view of the Senator from Texas?

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator from Oregon
that I tried to make that clear yesterday by saying I was
insisting that cattle be not set apart in any particular classi-
fication and that they have no benefits under this bill that
other agricultural commodities do not obtain.

Mr., McNARY. I was not here yesterday.

Mr. CONNALLY. I feel that is a fair attitude to take,
and I feel that it is one that the Secretary of Agriculture
approves, and I believe that to do anything else will rouse
more antagonism to the bill, and will cause us to lose more
than we are losing by reason of retaining the provisions
now in the bill.

Mr. McNARY. What does the Senator mean by adding
to the act this language?— )

And to support and balance the markets for the dairy- and beef-
cattle industry?

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator from Oregon
that that language was inserted at the suggestion of the
Department in order that the Secretary might proceed with
arrangements through marketing agreements and whatever
other arrangements he is able to work out, toward balanc-
ing production and consumption by removal of diseased
cattle, getting rid of the old cows and canning them, and
things of that kind. That is my understanding of why they
desired that language.

Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator expect the Congress
later to appropriate the full amount of money authorized
in this bill?

Mr. CONNALLY. I hope that it will not be necessary, I
will say to the Senator; but I do not know.

Mr. McNARY. What processing tax has the Senator
from Texas figured will it be necessary to levy in order to
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meet the conditions which he attempts to remedy by this
language?

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say quite frankly to the Senator
that the Senator from Texas has not in mind any particular
processing tax, because he is not sufficiently advised as to
the plans to be put into operation.

Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator believe that one is nec-
essary at this time to aid the cattle industry? When the
first allotment bill was before the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, at which time I was chairman, in the last
session of the Hoover administration, the cattlemen of the
country were vehement in their opposition to being included
in any allotment bill. The late and most beloved Senator
from Wyoming, Senator EKendrick, fought it very earnestly
and successfully, and cattle were omitted from the bill,
upon the theory that the processing tax would have to be
paid by the producer of livestock.

I now want to ask the Senator from Texas, who comes
from a great cattle-raising section, what is the theory
upon which he now proceeds in an effort to amend this bill?
Do the cattlemen believe they can afford to absorb the
processing tax? When is it to be levied? What is the
amount of the tax? What are the facts that caused the
Senator today to rise on his feet and advocate the plan
which a few months ago was stoutly opposed by the cattle
industry of the country? That is all I am asking. It is
just a simple inquiry.

Mr. CONNALLY. It will fake me some time fo reply to
that inquiry, if the Senator desires me to make a complete
answer.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in the Recorp at this
point a list of representative cattle raisers and others who
attended the meeting at the Department of Agriculture on
January 29, at which this matter was discussed, prior to
the introduction of the pending bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

LIST OF PEOPLE PRESENT AT CONFERENCE OF THE DAIRY- AND BEEF-
CATTLE PRODUCERS, HELD IN ROOM 1324, NEW HOUSE OFFICE BUILD-
ING, WASHINGTON, D.C.,, JANUARY 20, 1934

The Honorable Marvin Jones (chairman), Member of Congress
from Texas.

The Honorable Henry A. Wallace, the Secretary of Agriculture.

The Honorable Robert D. Carey, Senator from Wyoming.

The Honorable Richard M. Kleberg, Member of Congress from
Texas.

The Honorable Otha D. Wearin, Member of Congress from Iowa.

The Honorable Clarence F. Lea, Member of Congress from
California.

Mr, W. W. Gaumnitz, Dairy Section, Agricultural Adjustment
Administration.

Mr. John B. Shepard, Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates,
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Department of Agriculture.

Mr, W. D. McAfee, Cattle and Sheep Section, Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration.

Mr. L. M. Merryman, Dairy Section, Agricultural Adjustment
Administration.

Mr. C. L. Harlan, Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates,
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Paul A. Portfer, Division of Information, Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration.

Mr. DeWitt C. Wing, Division of Information, Agricultural Ad-
Justment Administration.

Mr. Harry Petrie, Cattle and Sheep Section, Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration.

Mr. Charles E, Collins, president American National Livestock
Association, Kit Carson, Colo.

Mr. Charles W. Holman, secretary the National Cooperstlve Milk
Producers’ Federation, 1731 I Street, Washington, D

Mr. F. E. Mollin, American N&tlona.l leest-ock Association.
Denver, Colo.

Mr, Frederic Brenckman, Washington representative, the Na-
tional Grange, 630 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C.

Mr. A. M. Loomis, secretary National Dairy Union. 630 Indiana
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C.

Mr. Charles A. Ewing, president Natlonal Livestock Assoclation,
160 North LaSalle Street, Chicago, Ill.

Mr, Walter P, Stuart, Cedar Bluff, Va. (representing Virginia
cattlemen).

Mr. E. W. Hones. Northwest Farmers' Unlon Dairy Committee,
Colfax, Wis.

Mr. J. H. Mercer, secretary EKansas Livestock Association, To-
peka, Eans.

Mr. D. M. Hildebrand, president Nebraska Feeders and Breeders
Association, Seward, Nebr.
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Mr. John A. Simpson, Farmers' Union, Oklahoma City, Okla.

Mr. J. H. Meek, director, division of markets, State department
of agriculture, 1030 State Cffice Bullding, Richmond, Va.
: Mr. A. Sykes, president of the Corn Belt Livestock Association,
owa.

Mr. F. F. McArthur, president the Central West Livestock Feed-
ers Association, Oakland, Iowa.

Mr. C. F. Humphrey, San Francisco Milk Producers Association,
San Francisco, Calif.

Mr. A. L. Crow, Atlant.a Ga.

Mr. W. B. Hutchinson, Albany, Ga.

Mr, J. Elmer Brock, Wyoming Stock Growers Association, Eay-
cee, Wyo.

Mr. %V B. Mount, Tennessee Beef Cattle Producers Assoclation
(city not given).

Mr, C. P, McClaugherty, division of markets, Virginia Depart-
ment of Agriculture, 1030 State Office Bullding, Richmond, Va.

Mr. Harold H. Hall, The Dairy Laboratories, 1541 New Jersey
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C.

Mr. Manville Kendrick, Wyoming Stock Growers Assoclation,
Sheridan, Wyo.

Mr. D. A, Fitzgerald, Brookings Institution, 722 Jackson Place,
Washington, D.C.

Mr. J. Blaine Shaum, Central West Live Stock Feeders Associa=-
tion, Tarkio, Mo.

Mr. H. E. Gardner, Central West Live Stock Feeders Associa-
tion, Oakland, Iowa.

Mr. Frederick H. Walton, Croswell Farm, Forest, Va.

Mr. Ray Brown, U.S. Live Stock Association, Springfield, Ill.

Mr. Doles L. James, manager, agricultural Service, U.S. Chamber
of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

Mr, Chester H. Gray, Washington representative, American Farm
Bureau Federation, 857 Munsey Building, Washington, D.C.

Mr. Hubbard Russell, 636 I. W. Hellman Building, Los Angeles,
Calif.

Mr. Robin Hood, secretary-treasurer National Cooperative Coun-
cil {city not given).

Mr, W. J. Dearth, National Live Stock Exchange, Omaha, Nebr.

Mr. Thomas B. Glascock, president Eastern Livestock Coopera=-
tive Marketing Asaociation. Upperville, Va.

Mr. Walter Page, 350 Madison Avenue, New York, N.¥.

Mr. R. J. Eent, 2 Lafayette Street, New York, N.X.

Mr. George L. Gray, Albany, Mo.

Mr. Julian L. Bivins, Amarillo, Tex.

Mr. W. T. Coble, Texas and Southwest Cattle Ralsers Associa-
tion, Amarillo, Tex.

Mr. Jerome O. Eddy (city not given), Arizona.

Mr. W. M. Vaughn (observer).

Dr. C. D. Pearce (observer).

Mr. W. A. Wentworth (observer).

Mr. J. B. Garrison, member Farmers' Union Dairy Committee
(no city or State given).

Mr. T. R. Pirtle (no city or State given).

Miss Mildred Aaberg (reporter).

(The attendance list is incomplete. The reporter arrived at
2:30 p.m., after the meeting ‘had been in progress for some time,
and after the Secretary of Agriculture had given his address.)

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, the Senator from Texas
does not contend, does he, that all the men who attended
the meeting approved the processing tax?

Mr. CONNALLY, I desire to read what they did ap-
prove. I have in my hand a full report of what transpired
at that meeting. On page 22 of the transcript appears the
following:

Those favoring endorsing the principle of the measure now
pending before the Committee on Agriculture will make it known
by saying “aye.”

The vote was taken, and the motion carried, there being no
dissenting vote.

Here was a unanimous vote by representatives of the
cattle and dairy interests at that meeting. I cannot speak
for all the cattlemen in the United States, and do not pre-
tend to do so; but their chosen representatives were at that
meeting, and they voted unanimously for the principle of
this measure.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, I was present, I think, when
they voted, and I know there were men there who were not
in favor of the processing tax. I do not think there was
an opposition vote, as the Senator has said, but I know
there were men there who were opposed to the processing
tax and who were opposed to this bill unless a certain pro-
gram was worked out in connection with it. The thought
was at that time that there should be a meeting of the
stockmen and that the stockmen should determine upon
a program to submit to the Secretary of Agriculture in
connection with the carrying out of the act.

Mr. CONNALLY, Then the attitude of the Senator from
Wyoming is, evidently, that he wants the $200,000,000 but
he does not want the processing tax?
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Mr. CAREY. The Senator has stated my position ex-
actly.

Mr. CONNALLY. Of course, everyone would like to get
$200,000,000 out of the Treasury, and then have the industry
do nothing to bear its part of the burden or perform its
duty. I am not going to stand on the floor of the Senate
and ask the Senate to hand out $200,000,000 as a bounty to
any industry. If the cattlemen do not want to come in
under the Agriculfural Adjustment Act, let them stay out;
but if they want to come in, let them come in like everyone
else comes in.

I am surprised that the Senator from Wyoming would
stand upon the floor of the Senate and avow the position
which he now asserts, that he wants the Treasury of the
United States to hand out $200,000,000 to the cattlemen,
and then he does not want the cattlemen to have to pay a
processing tax or to do anything except to walk up to the
Treasury and sign a receipt. Mr. President, that sort of
procedure would bankrupt our Government, and I will not
stand here and fight for such a thing,

Mr. FESS. Mr, President, if the Senator from Texas will
wait a little while—it will not take me over 10 minutes to
finish what I have to say—and then he can take the floor.

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from Ohio for his
indulgence thus far.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, just before we went into execu-
tive session I was about to quote from a record as to the
manner in which the hog program has been carried out.
There were two or three things left unsaid that I wanted
time to say.

I also wanted to make a general statement as to what this
program is costing. The Secretary of Agriculture has stated
at different times that he would not want to be committed
to any particular figures because they were merely esti-
mates, but that it would probably cost $800,000,000 to carry
out the program as it was then in the minds of those who
had it in charge. It was thought that the processing tax
would be sufficient to take care of the expenditure, and thai
was the basis on which the processing tax was to be laid,
In the language of the Senator from Texas, if there was to
be any particular advantage to an industry the cost was
not to come out of the Treasury but was, if possible, to be
assessed in the form of a processing tax upon the consumer,
The danger is that it will be reverted to the producer. No
one seems to know whether the one or the other will hap-
pen; in fact, the Department is uncertain about it as it has
expressed itself through one of its most notable representa-
tives, Mr. Davis, who said:

As you know, under the law we draw upon the Treasury for an
adyance against the processing tax to accrue so that temporarily
any one account may be overdrawn while the payments are being
met. However, we did collect up to December 31 approximately
$80,000,000 on account of the cotton-processing tax. It is run-
ning right along very nicely, and somewhat in excess of the esti-
mated collection of processing taxes. Therefore, there is every
reason to believe that the proceeds from the processing tax will
pay all of the cotton-program expense; with the exception of
the payments in connectlon with the cotton-option pool, which
are to be met out of & special fund known as the “ Bankhead Act
fund ”, which runs to a total under the Bankhead Act, of approxi-
mately $60,000,000.

Mr. Davis expressed the philosophy underlying the proe-
essing tax, that it is designed to take care of all the extra
expense so that the money will not ultimately come out of
the Treasury. Now we see that in practical operation that
is not proving to be the case. In other words, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is asking for appropriations, not di-
rectly but through allocations from the P.W.A., of over
$800,000,000. That suggestion is in this report which we will
consider when we come to the appropriation bill. It is one
of the most dangerous movements in connection with the
activities of the new deal. In other words, heretofore
every appropriation has been itemized, and no appropriation
has been made, except in specific terms, providing how the
money shall be expended. Here, however, is a request for
appropriations—to come from what? From the lump sum
that is provided for the P.W.A., the amount to be allocated
to the Agriculture Department and to be applied by the
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AAA., with no restraint from the Comptroller General, as
must be the case as to all other items of appropriation, and
with an avoidance of all requirements that heretofore have
been insisted upon as to every dollar that is appropriated
being in terms specifically expended for the object for which
it was estimated and appropriated. It would seem to be
indicated that the processing tax is ultimately to be aban-
doned, and we will have to look to the Treasury to provide
money for the purposes contemplated by the A.A.A. in the
form of a subsidy. If we are going to enter upon that policy,
let us know it at the outset. It ought not to be camouflaged
or covered up in any way, as might be the case, it seems to
me, if the requests now being made are rightfully inter-
preted.

Mr. President, with an expenditure of $800,000,000 out of
the Treasury, or out of the processing tax, for the purpose
of increasing the price of agricultural commodities, and
having spent the money, as we already have done in the
case of cotton, as we have done in the case of hogs, and as
we are doing in the case of wheat for the purpose of
reducing production, yet production has not been reduced,
and there has been no increase in prices due to the opera-
tions of the A.A.A. There has been an increase in prices,
however, due to the devaluation of the dollar to a basis of
50 cents or 60 cents.

I asked the Secretary of the Treasury to give me a report
as to prices of commodities so that I might know just in
what degree either the A.A.A. or the devaluation of the
dollar has reflected or registered an increase of prices. I
received this official statement from Mr. Tugwell:

Cotton, percentage of increase, 74.5.

That is one of the commodities included in the A.A.A.
Corn—

Another commodity included in the A AA—
116.5 percent.
Oats—

‘Which is not included in the A.A.A., and not being one
of the seven basic commodities, it falls without the limit of
assistance from the A.AA—

percentage of increase, 136.1.

Or 20 percent higher than the percentage of increase in
the case of corn, which is covered by the A.AA.
Barley—

And barley is not covered by the A.A.A., but there has
been an increase in the price of that commodity amounting
to 126.8 percent.

‘Wheat is included in the A.A.A,, and in the case of that
commodity there has been an increase in price of 108.4 per-
cent.

In the case of rye, which is not included in the A.A.A.,
instead of the increase in price being 108 percent, as in the
case of wheat, the increase has been 137 percent, a consid-
erably higher percentage of increase in price than in the
case of wheat, which is covered by the A.A.A.

I might go on down the line, Hogs are covered by the
A.AA. but there has been no increase in price. On the
contrary, according to these figures, the price is 0.7 of 1
perecent lower. There is a loss also in the case of beef
cattle, but they are not covered by the A.A.A.

In the case of milk, which is covered by the A.A.A., there
has been an increase in the retail price of 12.2 percent; but,
Mr. President, notice what has occurred in the case of wool.
Wool is not covered by the A.A.A., and yet the increase in
the price of that commodity has been 175 percent. So it
appears that the greatest increases of price have been in the
case of commodities not receiving assistance from the AL AA.;
in fact, the price of some of the commodities covered by the
Agricultural Adjustment Act has actually fallen since the
act began to operate. '

I desire to make the statement—and I defy contradic-
tion—that, after the expenditure of hundreds of millions of
dollars in the inducement to reduce production for the pur-
pose of increasing prices, there has been no increase of prices
due to the operation of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.
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There has been an increase of prices, it is true, but we
anticipated it.

As I said on this floor at the time we were discussing the
devaluation of gold, of course, if we cut the measuring unit
by 50 percent we do not increasze the value of the commodity
measured by that unit; we do not increase its value but we
increase the price, just as we do not increase the number
of yards of cloth purchased when we halve the measuring
stick. We may increase the number of units, but the length
of the cloth is exactly the same. So I can understand why
the Senator from Tennessee read the figures I hold in my
hand, which were taken from the Washington Post, and

which deal with commeodity prices and take the two periods—
one before the 50-cent dollar became operative and one after:

it became operative.

It is a pertinent question, when we see that the price of
fertilizer has increased, to ask how much more fertilizer a
50-cent dollar will buy. Perhaps it is betier to ask how
much less it will buy. How much more machinery will be
purchased by the cheap dollar? It is all right when the
farmer is selling his products, but it is not all right when
the farmer is buying the products of others. The difficulty
is that the farmer loses because the price of the commodity
he produces has increased less than the price of the products
he consumes or purchases from scmeone else,

The whole program has been a complete flop, a total
collapse, and it could not be otherwise. Notice the manner
in which the Government dealt with the first hog-buying
campaign. As I said a little while ago, the Government
purchased 6,600,000 pigs and only 200,000 brood sows. The
Government paid for those animals $31,000,000. Pork ob-
tained from the slaughter of those animals aggregated nearly
1,000,000 pounds. In addition to that the A.A.A. obtained
about 20,000,000 pounds of grease, the value of which was
estimated at about $500,000, and 5,000 tons of fertilizer tank-
age, which might bring as much as $90,000. It is estimated
that storage and other charges bring the total cost of this
venture to $35,000,000.

If the estimated value of the grease and fertilizer obtained
by the AAA. is deducted from this sum, about $34,400,000
remains to represent the value of the meat that was salvaged
for the unemployed or thrown into the Mississippi River or
otherwise disposed of. In other words, this vat of 100,000,000
pounds of meat, part of which is now going into the homes
of the unemployed, has cost the taxpayers a little more than
34 cents a pound. I do not want that to escape the attention
of Senators.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ericksoxn in the chair).
Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. FESS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I think the Senator has probably made a
mistake in placing his decimal point. I understand that hogs
are now selling for only about 4 cents a pound.

Mr, FESS. That is true.

Mr. LONG. Did not the Senator say this hog meat cost
the taxpayers 34 cents a pound?

Mr. FESS. I did.

Mr. LONG. Has not the Senator made a mistake?

Mr. FESS. No; I do not think so.

Mr. LONG. How does that happen?

Mr. FESS. When the purchaser buys it in the general
market, the price is about 4 cents a pound. It is 34 cents a
pound only when the Government is doing the buying. In
other words, this vat of 100,000,000 pounds of meat, part of
which is now going into the homes of the unemployed, has
cost the taxpayers a little more than 34 cents a pound.
Fresh pork could be purchased for less than half that price
at retail in the city of Washington at the very moment the
Government paid the price I have indicated. The top price
for hogs in Chicago at the time was only 434 cents a pound.

Mr. President, it is that sort of thing that nauseates
every decent person who wants business to be conducted on
a business basis. This miserable experience compels the
Department, instead of undertaking to process it itself, to
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buy directly from the packers the meat necessary to sup-
ply the unemployed. I commend the Department for chang-
ing from the original plan to a plan that does not involve
such wicked extravagance as the original plan demonstrated
at the time. :

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr, FESS, I yield.

Mr., SHIPSTEAD. Where does the Senator get that
information?

Mr. FESS. The information comes from the Depart-
ment’s own statement, and this is a comment from an edi-
torial in the Washington Post. I do not want the Senator
from Minnesota to infer that what I am saying is not sup-
ported by a statement of the Department itself in a report
on the first hog-buying campaign.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon me
again?

Mr. FESS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. There seems fo be something wrong with that,
Did not they get more meat than that out of it and throw
some of it away?

Mr. FESS. Yes. Does not the Senator from Louisiana
recall that it was suggested that some of it should be thrown
into the Mississippi River? The purpose was to reduce
production, and it was merely an afterthought to take it and
give it to the unemployed. At first they did not know what
to do with it except to make it into fertilizer.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr, FESS. Certainly.

Mr. CAREY. I desire to ask the Senator from Ohio if he
has seen an article appearing in the Washington Daily News
of yesterday headed “ Wallace Denies Destruction of Food
and Clothes ”? It is an article by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture in which he makes this statement:

The emergency pig-slaughtering campalgn did not destroy food.

All the edible products were turned into relief channels. Surplus
acres breed nothing but confusion, poverty, and waste.

I should like to ask the Senator, in view of the fact that
nearly 6,000,000 pigs were destroyed and were not used for
food, if the Secretary is justified in making such a statement
as that?

Mr. FESS. I believe not. I want to be most cautious in
what I say about anyone who has made an official statement.
My acquaintenance with the Secretary of Agriculture is such
that it leads me to believe he would not knowingly make a
statement that is not supported by the facts. I think he is
a very honest and conscientious man and has, I may say, &
constructive mind; but he certainly is being misled when he
makes the statement that there have been no foodstuffs
destroyed.

If we buy a pig weighing 80 pounds and then undertake to
slaughter it and get only 14 pounds of food, there is some
waste somewhere. That is the report. It may be that the
Secretary thinks he has made a correct statement.

Mr. CAREY. The Secretary made the statement in the
report which he furniched that pigs weighing 80 pounds or
less were not processed for the reason that it was not eco-
nomical to process them. I believe 80-pound pigs are pretty
good food; in fact, much smaller pigs are; but the reason
given for not processing them was that the packers could
not remove the hair from the pigs with their machines, and
therefore they were thrown away.

Mr. FESS. That would be waste, would it not?

Mr. CAREY. I think so.

Mr., FESS. That may be an explanation of the thing
about which I am trying to exculpate the Secretary. What-
ever be the explanation, there is no justification in times
like these, in the interest of reducing production, for the
destruction of foodstuffs. That is a wicked thing and it
ought not to be permitted under any circumstances.

Before the “new deal” and the “ new dealers” ever saw
Washington some of us here were engaged in considering
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and passing what ultimately became the Clayton law. What
was the purpose of the Clayton law? It was fo prevent, by
the imposition of penalties under a criminal provision, any
destruction of any food products in order to keep up prices.
That was the purpose of the Clayton Act. It was enacted
into law by an overwhelming majority.

Yet here is the Government of the United States doing
precisely what we penalized by the passage of the Clayton
bill. It is absolutely indefensible, and cannot be justified
on any basis whatever.

It is this sort of thing that, it seems to me, will lead the
people of our country to demand a cessation of this foolish
experimentation, the only excuse for which is, “ Well, if it
does not succeed, we will quit and admit that it is a fail-
ure ”, as if that were a justification for going on with such
& program as this.

As I previously stated, if any article is to be favored, let
the cattlemen come in and have the same consideration as
others. The thing for us to do, however, is to remove the
heavy hand of the Government from business, and let busi-
ness have a chance to recover. Until we do that, there are
going to be gloomy days before us.

Mr., CONNALLY. Mr. President, I should like to have a
vote on my amendment.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Sena-
tor one further question?

Mr., CONNALLY. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am keenly concerned about the
basic question which the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mc-
Nary] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] have been
pressing; to wit, the question whether, under the pending
proposal as submitted by the Senator, a processing tax will
be applied to match the benefits which it is proposed to pay.

If it is not proposed to make uncompensated payments out
of the Treasury, why is it necessary to appropriate $200,-
000,000 in this respect for cattle alone, when the original bill
appropriated only $100,000,000 as a revolving fund for alil
of these other basic commodities?

Mr, CONNALLY, I shall say to the Senator that it is
necessary to make an initial appropriation for cattle, just
as it was necessary to make an initial appropriation in the
case of other agricultural commodities, because the purpose
is to begin operations immediately.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not think the Senator gets my
point.

Mr. CONNALLY. I do. I shall come to that in a minute.
We cannot get the money from the processing tax until after
the program is in effect and goes along for a considerable
period.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is true.

Mr. CONNALLY. It is necessary to have a revolving fund
to start with.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is true.

Mr. CONNALLY. When the 8Senator mentions the
amount of the appropriation, I should like to remind him
that beef and dairy caftle constitute a great proportion of
the wealth of the country. It takes lots of money to deal
in them. That is why the appropriation is larger.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Would the Senator say that it
would take twice as much to finance a cattle campaign as
a campaign covering all the wheat, cotton, field corn, hogs,
rice, tobacco, and milk, and all their products in the United
States?

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator that this is
simply an authorization. Congress still has to make the
appropriation. It will not all be made at one time. The
processing taxes, when collected, go back into the Treasury.
Therefore we have to have a rather broad range of authori-
zation, because the processing tax does not go to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury so that he can spend it again. If
goes into the Treasury, according to my understanding,

Mr. VANDENBERG. There must have been some basis
upon which the $200,000,000 was computed. Why is it that
twice as much is necessary for cattle as was contemplated
for all the other basic commodities combined?
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Mr. CONNALLY. My information is that the cattle and
the dairy indusfries cover more than three times as much
acreage as the other industries. I am not prepared to say,
however, just what their percentage of money value is as
compared to other agricultural commodities.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me for just a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes. .

Mr. McNARY. I think the Senator made a statement
which he did not intend to make. The dairy interest is not
involved in this bill. The bill takes care of beef cattle and
dairy cattle used for beef.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is partially correct. It takes care
of all dairy cattle. ;

Mr. McNARY. The Senator said “ the dairy industry.”

Mr. CONNALLY. I meant “the dairy-cattle industry.”

Mr. McNARY., The gross income from the dairy-cattle
industry is smaller than that from cotton, vegetables, fruits,
poultry, and dairy products. I think cattle stand about
sixth from the top of the list in gross income, though the
industry is a large one.

I do not desire to interfere with the Senator’s remarks;
but, like the Senator from Michigan, the point which I do
not understand is this:

The original authorization was $100,000,000 for six dis-
tinct basic agriculfural commodities mentioned in the origi-
nal act. So far as I am advised, that has been sufficient
to take up the slack between the gathering of the process-
ing tax and the repayment to the Treasury of the amount
advanced. That being so, why does the Senator want an
authorization for $200,000,000 here for an industry that is
far from the top in the matter of gross receipts and returns
to the producer?

That is an argument that I do not understand. What is
the basis for an authorization of $200,000,000? It occurred
to me that $50,000,000 ought to be ample to take care of 1
industry, if $100,000,000 is ample to take care of 6 industries,
3 of which are larger than this 1.

Have I made myself clear? y

Mr. CONNALLY. Allow me to say to the Senator that if a
small sum were appropriated it probably would be frittered
away without securing any substantial results. [Laughter.]
That seems to arouse the mirth of some Senators. Here is
a great program. We have to start it.

As I have indicated, this money no doubt will be collected
finally in the form of processing or other taxes; but why
limit it to $50,000,000 when Congress has complete control
over the appropriation? This bill merely carries an authori-
zation. We still have to bring out these appropriations;
and Senators know—I am sure the Senator from Wyoming
knows—that even with the low price of cattle it takes a
large volume of money to finance the marketing and the sale
and the handling of large herds of beef and dairy cattle.
The dairy industry alone wanted $300,000,000, not for the
cattle but for the dairy industry itself.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, there seems to be
uncertainty, as stressed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess],
as to whether, in final fact, it is proposed to reimburse the
Treasury for the benefits paid under this cattle section.

The Senator from Texas made a very sturdy statement a
few moments ago, with which I heartily concur, and I com-
mend him for making it; namely, that under this bill he
seeks no benefit for cattle which does not already exist for
the other basic commodities. Yet apparently there are Sen-
ators upon the floor who intend to vote for the Senator’s bill
upon the theory that they can get the benefits without pay-
ing any processing tax.

Mr. CONNALLY. And there are Senators on the floor—
the Senator from Wyoming, for instance—who are going to
vote against the bill because they think there is going to
be a processing tax.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator who is now speaking is
interested solely in seeing to it that a precedent is not
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established for straight bounty payments, because if there
are going to be bounty payments on cattle there might just
as well also be bounty payments upon Michigan beans, which
are equally in difficulty.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator that I cannof
make this matter any clearer than I have undertaken to
make it heretofore. If the Senator from Michigan will read
the bill, and if other Senators will read the bill, and not draw
conclusions from reaching up in the air and picking imagi-
nary things out of the atmosphere, they will see that what
the bill does is to put cattle as a basic commodity under sec-
tion 12 of the original act. If the Senator will read section
12, subsections (a) and (b), he will find that the Secretary
can do with cattle only what he does with every other agri-
cultural commodity.

If that is not plain Michigan language, it is as plain as
the Senator from Texas can make it.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, that is plain Michi-
gan language, and I have read the bill; but the Senator
from Texas used some plain Michigan language yesterday
also. I quote from page 3816 of the R=xcorp, where the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MURPHY] says:

The Senator from Texas has admitied that the tax to be imposed
will be paid by the industry.

. Mr, Connarry. If it is levied.

What did the Senator have in mind when he threw that
“if ” into yesterday’s argument?

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall say to the Senator that I do not
know whether a processing tax will be levied or not.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is what I want to know.

Mr. CONNALLY. Just a moment, The Secretary of
Agriculture may not find it necessary to spend any money.
He may decide not to levy any tax. I do not know what he
is going to do, and I am not going to undertake to speak for
him. This bill provides other things than spending money
and collecting it in the form of processing taxes. It author-
izes the Secretary to make marketing agreements with the
producers and with the packers and those engaged in the
industry. It is possible that there never will be a processing
tax levied; but certainly the Secretary has no broader
powers under the pending emendment to the original bill
with regard to cattle than he had with regard to all other
basic commodities under the original bill, and the Senator
from Michigan knows how that has been handled. Senators
on the floor now are complaining because he levied a proc-
essing tax on hogs.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Senators also know that there is a
$100,000,000 deficit today in the receipts from processing
taxes as compared with the expendifures.

Mr. CONNALLY. Why, to be sure, because we cannot
get all the processing taxes back in a moment. It takes at
least a year’s period.

Mr. VANDENBERG. May I ask the Senator from Texas,
then, if it would be a fair amendment to the answer of
yesterday which I have quoted—and I am not seeking to be
controversial; I want the facts—that if no processing tax
is levied, no benefits will be paid? Would that be a fair
interpretation of the Senator’s position?

Mr. CONNALLY. I have tried to indicate to the Senator
from Michigan that I do not know everything that is in the
mind of the Secretary of Agriculture. Here is another
thing of which I should like to remind the Senator: What-
ever the Senator from Texas has said is in the Recorp, and
he stands by it.

On yesterday the Senator from Texas pointed out that the
Secretary of Agriculture gave assurance to the committees of
Congress that before he adopted any plan—any plan—
under this bill, he would call representatives of the cattle
industry to meet with him, get their views, try to go along
with them, and work out a plan that would be satisfactory.
What that plan will be I do not know; and unless I know
what that plan will be, I cannot tell the Senator what the
probabilities of any particular form of action may be.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does the Senator construe the orig-
inal Agricultural Adjustment Act as prohibiting the pay-
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ment of benefits to basic commodities except as compen-
sating processing taxes are applied?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not know that the Senator from
Texas is prepared to answer that question in great detail.
It is contended by many Senators here on the floor that the
moment a benefit is given to an industry, the processing
tax goes on.

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?
I think I can answer that question.

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

. Mr. McNARY. I think I am sufficiently conversant with
the provisions of the act to say emphatically that no bene-
fits can become available unless a processing tax is Iaid, I
think that when the Senator from Texas inserts in subdi-
vision 1 a provision that cattle are to be considered as a
basic commodity, and under his amendment to section 12
cattlemen are to be inhibited from getting any benefit un-
less the processing tax is paid, it will be up to the Secretary
of the Treasury to determine whether or not he wants to
invoke this bill for the benefit of catile and levy a processing
tax. He may or may not. If he does, the processing tax
will have to be paid. If he does not, the cattle situation
will not have been at all affected by this bill.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, let me say that the tes-
timony of Mr. Chester Davis, Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministrator, before the committee, was along the line of the
Senator’s suggestion, and, as I understand, the testimony of
the Secretary of Agriculture was along the same line. What
the Senator from Texas said a little while ago was that he
did not propose to stand here on the floor of the Senate and
ask for any special exception to be made in the case of
cattle, and I am not pleading here for a $200,000,000 bounty
for cattle which other industries do not receive.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I honor the Senator
for his position. There are two things which have em-
phasized the confusion in my own mind, and I will state
the first thing that emphasized the confusion. The Sen-
ator has quoted the unanimous approval of a certain group
of cattlemen for his pending amendment, and he was good
enough to show me a report of the proceedings of the meet-
ing where that endorsement was given. I find that the
spokesman from Jowa in the meeting which unanimously en-
dorsed the Senator's amendment made the statement that
he was absolutely opposed to a processing tax which would
fall back upon the producer. So it seems to me that since
this tax, being a livestock tax, will fall back upon the pro-
ducer, the gentlemen who have been quoted by the Senator
as favoring his amendment are doing it on the theory that
they will not be taxed with a processing tax. That is the
first thing that confuses me.

The second thing that confuses me is that, if the bill does
not contemplate any direct grant to the cattle indusftry, I
totally fail to understand why $200,000,000 should be asked
by way of a revolving fund for this one industry, when only
$100,000,000 was necessary as a revolving fund for all six
of the other basic industries of the country.

In the presence of those two contemplations, plus the
obvious disagreement which has seemed to exist upon the
floor of the Senate itself respecting the effect of this lan-
guage, I have been challenged again to wonder what the
final effect of the situation is.

The Senator from Oregon, who is quite a satisfactory
witness to me as respects expert information regarding the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as I understand it, makes the
categorical statement—and I wish to be corrected if this is
wrong—that if the amendment of the Senator from Texas
is adopted there can be no benefit payments to cattlemen,
except as there is a compensating processing tax injected
into the equation. If that is the situation, the situation is
agreeable to me insofar as that phase of the problem is
concerned,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. I am not called upon to construe the pro-
visions of the amendment of the Senator from Texas, but I,
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know this, from a study of the act as originally passed by
the Congress, that no benefits could go to any industry,
agricultural in its nature, mentioned in the act, unless
charge in like amount, through a processing tax, were made.
It is my opinion that when the Senator brings cattle within
that category or classification, no benefits can go under the
provisions of this bill to the cattlemen, unless there is a
corresponding charge made through a processing tax.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Very well.

Mr., CONNALLY, Mr. President——

Mr. VANDENBERG. Just a moment. Then I am per-
fectly sure that the cattlemen who were quoted as unani-
mously endorsing the bill are going to be grievously disap-
pointed, and are going to feel that their attitude has not
been correctly reflected; and in the face of the statement
made by the Senator, I am now totally unable to understand
why any $200,000,000 authorization should be necessary, and
why it should not be cut to at least $50,000,000 in relation-
ship to the authorization in the original Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I have the floor.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I beg the Senator’s pardon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I want to submit a few
remarks myself in answer to the Senator from Michigan;
then I shall yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Permit me to say to the Senator from Michigan that as
soon as the Senator from Texas satisfies the Senator from
Michigan upon one point, he brings up something else which
he thinks is wrong with the bill. He was first worried about
the prospect of somebody getting something for nothing.
When he finds that is not to occur, he finds an objection
about the amount of the appropriation.

Let me read what Mr, Davis said, if the Senator from
Michigan is interested in getting an answer to his question.
I see the Senator from Michigan in private conversation
‘with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fessl. Whenever the
(Senator from Michigan and the Senator from Ohio go into
8 huddle there is trouble for somebody. [Laughter.]

I shall read what Mr. Davis, the Agricultural Adjustment
. Administrator, said before the committee. The Senator
'from New Mexico [Mr. Harcal asked him this question:

I would like to ask one more question about the direct appro-
priation, Mr. Davis, because my people in New Mexico are very
much opposed to the tax, and they were under the im-
pression that this bill, making a direct appropriation, might
enable the Department to work out some other program aside

from the processing tax. That is not correct, though, as I under-
stand your statement?

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Hatcr]l understood
Mr, Davis’ statement to be along the line of the under-
standing of the Senator from Oregon. This was the
response of Mr, Davis:

No; it would not be possible to put the beef-cattle industry on

& sound basis, In my judgment, without supplementing this appro-
priation with income from the processing tax,

I am not called upon to construe everything that may be
done. Senators are just as capable of reading the original
act and construing it as is the Senator from Texas. All in
the world this bill will do, as suggested by the Senator from
Oregon, will be to put cattle under the general act, and
then the Secretary would have the same power with regard
to cattle that he has with regard to other commodities, and
no more,

The second section provides an appropriation, and author-
izes the Secretary to begin operations. If there is anybody
who does not understand those two simple things, then the
Benator from Texas is powerless to explain anything, be-
cause if he cannot make that plain, he cannot make any-
thing plain.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr, President, may I make an in-
quiry, just to make one thing plain? Why is $200,000,000
required?
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Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator says why $200,000,000?
Why a dollar? Why 25 cents?

Mr. VANDENBERG. We had a yardstick in the original
adjustment act.

Mr, CONNALLY. If the Senator from Michigan will only
listen, he will learn that this bill covers all of the dairy
catile and all of the beef cattle in the United States.
Neither of those classes of cattle is sold in the 5-and-10-cent
stores. It takes a lot of money to handle operations with
large herds of cattle. I do not know why the exact figure
of $200,000,000 was fixed; but it is simply an authorization,
and Congress does not have to give them a thin dime until
it gets ready to appropriate the money.

Mr. President, if the Senafor from Michigan is really
against the bill, I would be glad to have him say so; but he
finds one thing is wrong with it, and we have filled up that
hole, then he goes over and has a whispered conversation
with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess], who is “ agin the
Government ” all down the line [laughter], and he finds
something else wrong with the bill. It is related of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] that he was once shipwrecked
on an island. There was apparently nobody living there,
but he finally found a fellow and said, “ To whom does this
island belong? ” The man answered, “It belongs to the
Government.” The Senator said, “Who is the Govern-
ment? 7 The man answered, “I don’t know.” The Senator
from Ohio then said, “Well, I'm agin i, anyway.”
[Laughter.]

Mr. FESS. O Mr. President, I borrowed that from an
Irishman.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator borrowed it?

Mr. FESS. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. Did the Senator pay back in the 50-
cent dollars he has been complaining about all day?

Mr, FESS. I borrowed that from the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I now yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I just want to ask the
Senator a question, because I may have misunderstood him
earlier in the afternoon, and I do not want to have a mis-
understanding. As I understood the Senator, he said, in
& collogquy, that if the processing tax were levied, it would
be paid by the industry. Did the Senator mean to say that?

Mr. CONNALLY. Of course. Who is going to pay it?
Somebody must pay it. The industry, in a large sense,
would bear the expense, of course. I suppose the Senator
is inquiring whether the producer or the consumer would
pay it?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. Who can say? Nobody can say who
is going to pay it, whether the producer or the consumer. I
tried to discuss that point yesterday. I do not know, and
nobody else can know. When a processing tax is put on a
commodity the chances are that the producer will bear
some of it and the consumer will bear some of it. If the
price is lifted the producer can pay part of the tax and
still profit by it. I want to be courteous to the Senator;
but, frankly, I do not propose to go off into a discussion of
things like that, because nobody can determine such ques-
tions.

Mr. President, I ask for a vote on my amendment.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr, President, I think there is some
explanation why this item is in the bill to the extent of
$200,000,000, and I think all we have to do is to look up
the record. Report No. 820 on the agricultural appropria-
tion bill, filed in the House February 20, 1934, contains, on
page 3, the following item:

Appropriations for 1934. ¢ * ¢

5. Agricultural Adjustment Administration: * * *

Advances (paid from processing taxes), $855,379,811.

The Treasury statement of March 2 contains, on page 2,
the following item:

Comparative analysis of receipts and expenditures. Processing
tax on farm products, $203,462,374.14.

In other words, we have here an obligation of the Gov=
ernment of $855,000,000; and we have collected since fhe
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processing tax has been In operation—which includes also
all the processing tax that was imposed on stocks in bhand
and on manufactured goods in storage—only $203,000,000.
Against that we have created an obligation of $855,000,000.

As a matter of fact, I think any fair reading of the hear-
ings on this bill shows that it is the purpose, if it can be
done, to put this bill through in such a way that the bene-
ficiaries can have $200,000,000, and that it will not be neces-
sary to impose the processing tax at all. There has been a
hesitancy on the part of every official who has testified in
behalf of this bill to state when the processing tax would
be levied. They have said they did not know. So we have
this cushion fund of $200,000,000 charged against the gen-
eral revenues of the Treasury in order to cover this par-
ticular period.

In line with what I have just said, I desire fo read from
the testimony before the Senate committee, on page 9:

Senator MvurrHY. How do you propose to recover this
$200,000,000?

Mr. Davis. We have not gone into that phase of it, Senator.
This appears to be an authorization for an outright appropriation.
In that respect, that is a good deal like the $100,000,000 in the
amendment last year. It was out of any money not otherwise
appropriated.

Benator MurpHY. You do Intend to impose processing taxes?

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir,

Senator MurrHY. You do not know when you will impose them?

Mr. Davis. We would have to impose them when the program
first begins, and that should be regarded, I think, as a supplement
to the income from processing taxes, so that more money can go
out to the farmer, rather than substitute the price.

Senator MurrHY. Then the processing tax will be imposed at
the very incidence of this program?

Mr, Davis. Yes; but it must not be imposed at its full amount.
I am inclined to think it would be graduated up and reach its full
size when you began to have some effect from it and had a sup-
port under the market.

Senator MurpHY. Well, this is a perishable product, beef, and
your idea of the effect of that processing tax, I gather from what
you said, is that it will act to reduce the amount the producer
may receive for cattle?

Mr, Davis. I say that the tendency might be in that direction.

I could read the remainder of Mr. Davis’ answer, but I do
not think it necessary.

The best and most experienced packers—and I desire to
compliment some of the packers, as I think they have
in many ways done a splendid job in attempting to cooper-
ate with this law—say that, in spite of all they can do, the
processing tax has been divided as follows: About 6624 per-
cent comes from the price paid to the producer, and about
33, percent comes from the price paid by the consumer for
the packers’ product. The percentage will vary in one form
or another, but as a general rule it will be found that that
percentage practically runs uniformly.

As a matter of fact, the real plan of this program and
the real plan with regard to the $200,000,000 is to make
the money available for exactly the same purpose as in the
case of the purchase of hogs, where there was an alloca-
tion to the Agricultural Adjustment Administration of some
$465,000,000 for which they made no accounting. When
the agricultural appropriation bill comes before the Senate,
I shall make some remarks along that line. I do not be-
lieve the administration can justify the method by which
funds have been put in the hands of individuals with no
provision for accounting to anybody, and probably in many
cases with very little authorization of law.

In order that we may have some understanding as to
what has happened with reference to the processing tax
on hogs, I have prepared some data——

Mr. FESS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CrArk in the chair).
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield.

Mr, FESS. Before the Senator goes into that matter,
permit me to interpose. In corroboration of what the Sen-
ator said with respect to Mr. Davis' statement regarding
the processing tax, has the Senator examined the hearings
in the Committee on Agriculture relative to the tax on
. hogs?

Mr. DICKINSON. I have to some extent.
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Mr. FESS. Will the Senator permit me fo read a sen-|
tence or two?

Mr. DICKINSON. Yes, indeed.

Mr, FESS. Representative Doxey said:

That leads to this thought: Should we now place catfle in this
act as a basic commodity and should the Congress appropriate
$200,000,000 out of Treasury money for the relief of the cattle
industry——

Secretary Wallace interposed:

I think, then, it would be possible to get an earlier program
under way, in my mind.

Mr. Doxey. All right. One step further. Should we include
cattle as a basic commodity but not make the direct appropria-
tion from the Treasury, which, as you readily understand, is going
to be the real vital question, then it would be necessary in order
to carry out any program and to finance the matter to have a
processing tax on cattle, would it not?

Secretary Warrace, Well, without the direct appropriation, if
you are going to finance a program you would have to have a
processing tax on cattle.

Mr. Doxey. It is your thought that we put it in the bill, and
leave it alone and see how the other program works out and if
they are included as a basic commodity, provide somé fund by
direct appropriation from the Treasury, so that you will have
that fund; has your Department a definite plan of action? What
will happen; or would you just wait for developments in this
situation? I mean, you have no definite plan worked out and
you are depending on this Congress with reference to any plan
on cattle, whether we make cattle a basic commodity under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act; is that right?

Secretary WaLLAcE. Yes. But you can say that the approach
would be totally different in case we get the $100,000,000 for beef
cattle.

Mr. Doxey. In case you do not, what would the situation be
then?

Secretary Warrace. That will depend on the cattlemen them-
selves, and I have no means of judging what they would do.
My guess is that they would probably wait until next fall before
placing their stamp of approval on a processing tax., In that I
may be wrong.

Mr. DoxEy. At any rate, I take it it is your position that it is
necessary to have cattle in the act as a basic commodity in order
that the cattle situation can be handled by the Agricultural Ad-
justment Administration; is that correct? That is my construc-
tion of your statement.

Secr WaLLACE. Yes; and at any rate we hope that by next
fall there will be sufficient reduction in the number of cattle, or
feeders, rather, coming to the market and that there will be a
sufiicilent increase in the pay rolls in cities so that these cattle
can stand the p: tax, and then you can get to work on a
fundamental program which has to do with the number of she
and the tubercular reactors.

It seems to me, in the light of the statement of Mr. Davis
and Secretary Wallace, that the processing tax is inevitable
if cattle are made a basic commodity. However, what they
want the $200,000,000 for is a question.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. DICKINSON. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Did I correctly understand the fig-
ures which the Senator read a few moments ago as indi-
cating that there is a $600,000,000 potential deficit in the
processing~-tax fund?

Mr. DICKINSON. That is correct. I take that from page
3 of the House report made by Representative Sanprin,
item 5, in which it is shown that the appropriations for 1934
that have been allocated to the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration for advances amount to $855,739,811; that
the Budget estimate for 1935 for exactly the same purpose is
$831,022,428; and amount recommended in the House bill
for 1935 is $831,022,428, a reduction of $124,000. That is
$1,700,000,000 for 2 years.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFFICER. Does the Senator from
Iowa yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield if the Senator from Michigan
has completed what he had to say.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr. President, permit me to ask the
Senator from Iowa if he interprets that as the measure of
the failure of the processing tax to equal bounties and bene-
fits paid out under the act.

Mr. DICKINSON. That is exactly correct.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Then if the act presumably makes
mandatory a processing tax equal to the benefit, the act has
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not been administered pursuant to its intent. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DICKINSON. That is correct. In addition to that, I
think there is a showing through the entire proceedings here
that there is a hope that the bill will be passed as it has
passed the House, so that the Government authorities will
have $200,000,000 to play with, and that we will not make
it necessary for them to impose a processing tax in order to
cover the money into the Treasury.

Mr, VANDENBERG. That is what I am afraid of, and
that is what I have been trying to bring out.

Mr, DICKINSON. That is why I believe the bill should
be amended so there will be absolutely no guestion, if they
spend this money for benefits, that they will have to impose
a processing tax in order to cover it back into the Treasury.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. DICKINSON, I yield.

Mr. CAREY. Is not the Department permitted to make
certain benefit payments? Is it possible that there will not
be money to make those payments, or have they all been
paid in advance?

Mr. DICKINSON, As a matter of fact, they have allo-
cated from the Public Works Administration $435,000,000, a
part of which is being advanced under the provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act. They have been using those
funds during the past year. There will come a time when
they will have to come to Congress and say, “ This is our
showing. This is what we have been doing. In order to
work this out, we have to have further authorization and
more money.” The Public Works Administration soon will
have to come to Congress. They have allocated practically
all of their funds.

So there will come a time when they must come and tell
us how they have been playing with this big jackpot which
we have voted into the hands of one individual to play with
as he sees fit. It has not been handled by the one individual
but by different individuals, The part relating to agricul-
ture has been under the Agricultural Adjustment Act. In
order to supplement those funds they are coming in and
asking for a $20,000,000 appropriation, hopeful, I believe,
that they will be able to have it without proper legislation
attached thereto that in order to spend the money for bene-
fits they must impose a processing tax.

Let me suggest further, with reference to the pig program,
that there has been paid out a total of $16,131,095. Missouri
received the largest share of any State. This money has
been distributed in 41 States. I am glad to see the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. CLaRK] in the chair as I make this state-
ment. His is the only State that received more than my
State of Towa. We have more pigs in Iowa than there are
in Missouri, but the farmers of his State sold more to the
Government in Missouri than we did in Iowa. The larg-
est amount of money paid in any State was in Missouri,
$3,634,508.82. Iowa received $3,570,484.26, the second largest
amount. The third largest is South Dakota, which received
$3.481,596.47.

Let me suggest another thing: I understand that in Iowa
a preliminary survey shows that regardless of the destruc-
tion of the brood sows and pigs there will farrow next spring,
in excess of the average farrowing, about 9 to 12 percent,
and the other report shows there will be an excess of farrow-
ing of between 20 and 26 percent. In other words, it is
exactly the same experience that we have been having in the
case of cotton and in the case of fertilizer.

In Iowa I am told they are now selling what is called
high-bred seed corn, which is being sold to the very farmer
who has signed up that he is going to reduce his acreage.
That seed corn is guaranteed to increase the yield from 15
to 20 bushels per acre and sometimes as high as 25 bushels
per acre. So that at the same time we are reducing the
number of sows to farrow we are increasing the number
breeding to farrow next spring. It simply shows that the
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program is one great big merry-go-round, where one hand
undoes what the other one does. The Government is put
fo an expense of $855,000,000 in benefits.

Mr. President, in order to present this matter a little
more fully I have had prepared some data based upon a
report that was received in response fo a resclution intro-
duced by the Senator from Montana, and I would like per-
mission to insert a brief statement relating to the data as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

HOG-PIG BUYING CAMPAIGN

“A substantial Increase in the price of hogs”, was the end and
aim of the Secretary of Agriculture In pig-buying campaign,
according to his report to the Senate in response to Senate Reso-
lution No. 123 of January 8, 1934. The program cost the taxpayers
about £35,000,000. The result, as I interpret this 75-page response
of the Secretary, was to reduce the average price of hogs on the
basing market, Chicago, from $4.32, the weekly average price
obtaining July 20, 1933, to $3.19, which average weekly price pre-
valled for the week ending December 16, the week during which
195,536 hogs were marketed at Chicago.

In other words, the prices declined to within 23 cents of the
lowest weekly price pald during the last 10 years ($2.95 Dec. 31,
1932). Top price paid for hogs on the Chicago market declined
from #5.55, the high attained on October 9, 1933, to $3.25 on
December 19 and December 20, 1933. The highest weekly average
price reached during the fall of 1933 was $4.75 reached October 14,
the price breaking 52 cents during the week following. I quote
m:m Secretary’s opinion as to reason for this remarkable break in
prices.

PRICE DECLINE FROM OCTOEER 9 TO 17

The decline from October 9 to 17 of about $1 per 100 pounds was
not due to the supply situation, Market supplies of hogs during
this period averaged not greatly different from those of the first
week of the month, and in the latter part of the period they
were decreasing, The decline was due in part to a decline in the
wholesale price of hog products. Product values declined at a
more gradual rate than those of live hogs, however, and packers'
gross margins increased.

Although announcement of the processing tax on hogs, to be-
come effective November 5, was not made until October 17, the
trade apparently was anticipating the tax e few days prior to the
announcement. Hog prices declined 22 cents between October 13
(Friday) and October 16 (Monday), then dropped 30 cents more
on October 17, making a total decline of 52 cents. The wholesale
value of hog products declined only 12 cents during this period,
thus increasing processors’ gross margins 40 cents per 100 pounds.
The trade apparently was uncertain as to what the rate of the tax
would be and as to how to appraise its probable effect. Conse=-
quently the first response of the market was a decline in prices,
notwithstanding that slaughter supplies were relatively small.

PRICE DECLINE FROM OCTOBER 13 TO NOVEMEBER 2

The announcement of the processing tax was made on October
17, which stated that a tax rate of 50 cents per 100 pounds, live
weight, would become effective on November 5, and that a tax
on floor stocks would be levied on that date at a rate equivalent
to the tax rate on live hogs slaughtered. Farmers, as well as
processors, apparently were uncertain as to the probable immedi-
ate effect of the tax on hog prices, and shipments to market were
reduced materially during the 2 weeks beginning October 16.
This curtailment in supplies resulted in a sharp rise in wholesale
values of hog products. The rise in wholesale value of hog prod-
ucts obtained from 100 pounds of live hog from October 19 to 26
amounted to 59 cents, is period, however, hog prices
declined slightly and processors’ gross margins continued to
widen.

With the sharp increase in slaughter supplies during the week
ended November 3, processors were unable to maintain the higher
level of hog-product values and such value declined sharply dur-
ing the week. Another factor which probably contributed to the
decline in product values was that packers apparently were mov-
ing an unusually large proportion of their floor stocks into con=
sumption in order to escape the tax on these stocks. The decline
in product values from October 27 to November 2 totaled 76 cents.
This decline was accompanied by a decline in hog prices of 48
cents.

The Secretary explains the break during week ending November
3 as follows:

“The decline in prices of hogs and hog products during the
week ended November 3, however, was also due in part to an in-
crease of 14 percent in slaughter supplies during that week over
those of the preceding week.”

During this period the packers brought about this Increased
supply of hogs by increasing their purchases off the market by
direct buying of 55,757 hogs week ending November 4; 75,344 hogs
week ending November 11; and 92,109 hogs week ending No-
vember 18.

The sellers refused to permit the first processing tax of 50 cents
to be passed back to the producers, and the deadlock referred to
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by the Becreta.ry in footnote! took place at Chicago, the packers
going to the country for their hogs, thus creating abnormal
receipts.

Dur;'lng the 3 weeks ending November 4, 11, and 18 of Novem-
ber 1933 the packers bought direct and shipped into Chicago 223,-
210 +hogs as compared with 120,809 during the corresponding 3
weeks in 1832,

The Secretary explains: “ When the processing tax was increased
from 50 cents to $1 per 100 pounds, live weight, on December 1,
hog-product values continued unchanged, but hog prices declined
23 cents on the 1st day of the month and 13 cents in the 2 days
following, making a total decline of 36 cents immediately after an
increase of 50 cents in the tax. slaughter decreased
during the first week of December, but it was at a higher level
during the 2 following weeks, and during the latter period hog
prices declined to the lowest puint of the winter. The low point
was reached on December 19.”

This was the period when hogs reached the average price of $3.18.

After destroying over 270,000,000 pounds of live pigs bought
during August and September at a cost of $21,000,000, the Govern-
ment started buying hogs for emergency relief, purchasing 8
percent of total inspected slaughter in January 1034.

A falr reading of the Secretary’s response justifies the statement
that a large part of the processing tax has been paid by the hog
raiser, with no apparent benefit from higher prices predicted and
promised by the Triple A. The stench of rotting pigs dumped near
residence communities is dealt with by the Secretary while millions
of people out of work could not buy food to eat.

The maximum yleld of fertilizer tankage from the slaughter on
the dry basis probably would have been between 20 and 25 million
pounds, but after operations began it appeared that not all of the
material should be saved because of the comparatively high cost of
processing with respect to ultimate sale value and because of lack
of adequate storage facilities at the principal processing points.
After a study of the situation, administration officials decided to
dispose of a large part of the product as it came from the render-
ing vat, and before extra expense had been incurred for drying
and storing.

In a letter of instructions dated September 13, processors under
contract were authorized and directed to dispose of tankage as
follows:

“In consideration of the fact that the market value of dried fer-
tilizer tankage does not offset the cost of processing, it is to be
understood that no tankage shall be saved or stored for the
account of the Secretary. Instead, tankage is to be disposed of in
the most economical and practicable manner, at actual cost of

Again, on SBeptember 27, a letter of instruction authortmd and
directed the following with regard to tankage

“1. Should there be avallable any outlet for undried tankage at
a price which partially or wholly offsets or exceeds the cost of
removal and destruction, such outlet should be taken advantage
of and the Government reimbursed with the net proceeds.

“ 2, 8hould there not be any outlet as described in para.graph
no. 1, processors may dispose of this tankage free of charge in
order to avoid other disposal charges.

3. If undried tankage cannot be disposed of in either of the
above-mentioned manners, and it is necessary to dry the tankage
for disposzl, this dried tankage (including tankage processed by
dry melter process) shall be disposed of in the same manner as
specified in paragraph no. 1 or no, 2.”

On September 28, paragraph 3, of the letter of instructions dated
September 27, was amended by wire to specify that dried tankage
in stock or that might be produced, should not be sold or disposed
of, except upon approval by the Secretary or his nominees, it being
understood that tankage should not be dried except when there
was no other practicable means of

Depending upon their own situation, the prooesnors who handled
light pigs used various methods of disposing of the tankage. In
all cases 1t was required that the carcasses be completely rendered,
in order that the maximum yield of grease should be obtained.
After the grease was drained off, the residue was given to farmers
who came to the processing plant; hauled away and dumped in
places where such dumping was permissible; burned, buried, or
consumed at public incinerators. In the processing of the light
pigs for inedible products, the packers were reimbursed only for
the cash paid for the live hogs and the initial processing charges
for buying, driving, or killing, rendering into grease and fertilizer
tankage, plus actual cost of tankage disposal.

Methods of disposal adopted by the processors at various points
aroused criticism, especially in Instances where the product was
dumped at places that eventually became offensive in odor to
people living nearby. Handling the tankage in a practical manner
proved difficult in some cases, The administration was fully aware
of the criticism which was certain fo come if immediate disposal
was permitted, but, on the other hand, it had to consider the
practical facts that processing plants at the principal points did
not have adequate facilities for compieting the tankage, manufac-

1The Chicago live-hog market was temporarily disturbed be-
tween Nov. 8 and 17, due to the failure of buyers and sellers to
reach an agreement on prices, and few sales were made during that
period. The accumulation of hogs at the market was reduced by
purchases for Government account on Nov. 11 and 14 at prices
above those offered by slaughterers. The prices shown for this
period, therefore, are higher than those actually pald by slaughter-
ers and slightly higher in relation to other markets than during
the periods immediately before and after,
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turing, operating, processing, and placing Iin storage the large
amount of available product, and that in view of the estimated
low return value eventually from the finished product, a comple-
tion of the processing seemed uneconomical.

The Secretary explains that * The total reduction in tonnage for
the 1933-34 marketing season, as & result of this emergency pro-
gram, is estimated to be between 1,400,000,000 to 1,800,000,000
pounds of hogs, live weight, or between 12 and 16 percent."” And
that “ This reduction can be expected to increase hog prices for
the season by 25 to 35 percent, possibly 40 percent, above what
they otherwise would be without the plan.” The season is over
and the price for the week ending February 24 was $4.44, or 12
cents more than week ending July 20, 1933,

The weekly average of cattle and lamb prices at Chicago before,
during, and since the great pig-sow buying experiment, in com-
parison with hog prices for same weeks, follows:
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Feb. 24, 1034.

The Secretary devotes much space to the explanation of meth-
ods employed to restrict operations of yard traders who had ac-
cumulated pigs. I cannot understand why so much effort was
expended by the Triple A to prevent yard traders from disposing
of pigs owned by them under the plan. If the real reason for
the plan was to obtain the slaughter of pigs to prevent them
from being fed and thereby increasing market tonnage, why make
so much noise about so small a detail.

Consider the crime against the unemployed in the destruction
of 270,000,000 pounds of pigs weighing under 80 pounds simply
because packers found it inconvenient to scrape the hair from
the bodies of those pigs.

The outline indicated that the purchases were to be made by
processors authorized wunder contract and in accordance with
usual buying customs under Federal inspection. The plan speci-
filed that sows, insofar as practicable, were to be converted into
edible products, Carcasses from pigs over 80 pounds in weight
also were to be processed into edible products. Pigs weighing 80
pounds or less were to be processed into the inedible products—
grease and fertilizer tankage,

It had been pointed out that processing of pigs weighing less
than 80 pounds into edible products was impracticable because of
the comparatively high-processing cost per unit of cured product.
Packing-house equipment, particularly dehairing machinery, is
designed for larger and heavier animals and does not work effi-
clently on small carcasses. Processor representatives stated that
supplemental hand-labor operations required for satisfactory
processing of light pigs into edible products would bring the total
cost of the products well above the cost of purchasing their equiva-
lent in cured pork from packers.

It also had been pointed out that the time required for process-

pigs under 80 pounds into edible products, even if considered
practicable, would tend seriously to retard the marketing program.
This was a consideration of some importance because it seemed
certain that as soon as buying started owners of light hogs would
sell as rapidly as possible, thus tending to crowd processing
establishments to capacity.

I submit there is no greater delicacy than roast pig. Let me
remind you of what the immortal Charles Lamb has written in his
Dissertation Upon Roast Pig. I quote from that famous essay:

“Of all the delicacies in the whole mundus edibilis, I will mam-
tain it to be the most delicate princeps obsoniorum., * *

“See him in the dish, his second cradle, how meek he llatbk-
wouldst thou have had this innocent grow up to the grossness and
indocility which too often accompany maturer swinehood? Ten
to one he would have proved a glutton, a sloven, an obstinate, dis-
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agreeable animal—wallowing in all manner of filthy conversation—
from these sins he is happily snatched away—

“ Ere sin could blight, or sorrow fade,
Death came with timely care—"

Looking further at the report submitted by the Secretary to the
Benate I find this statement:

“ Based on a net relationship of Chicago hog prices and the total
live welght of inspected hog slaughters for the November to May
period during the last 18 years, the actual reduction in slaughter
supplies of approximately 1,000,000,000 pounds as a result of the
emergency program should mean an improvement in the Chicago
price of hogs over what they otherwise would be to the extent of
approximately $1.80 per hundred pounds for the months No-
vember to May 18933-34. It should be kept in mind, however,
that the bulk of this benefit will go to farmers in the form of
benefit payments for making certain production adjustments rather
than in the more familiar form of an equivalent increase in the
open-market price of hogs.”

Hog raisers are not going to be satisfled with anything but
reasonable open-market prices of hogs.

I submit that as a real relief measure the Secretary’s report
proves that the hog-pig buying campaign was a complete flop.

Purchases and product

Approximate
Number of | A mate | total amount
head ve weight | paid for live
hogs
1. Purchases for edible purposes:
(a) Pigs (T0-80-100 Ibs.) ... 1,083 650 03,818,471 $5, 928, 177. 62
(b) Sows. 222,140 | 79,100, 364 8,355,182 28
L | S 1,305,799 | 172,018,835 9, 283, 359. 00
2. Purchases for inedible purposes:
(o) Light pigs .. . 5,105,067 | 270,573,305 | 21,359, 742.05
Total (all pigs and sows).—.—- 6,410,808 | 443,490, 140 30, 643, 101, 96
3. Yleld and processing cost of edible product: Pounds
(a) Pounds dry salt meat produced_____ _______ 100, 145, 000
(b) Shrinkage in cure 2, 614, 000
(c) Net yield of meat_ 917, 531, 000
(d) Amount of product ordered shipped (as of
P R L e s f s S S R R e S S 86, 303, 674

(e) Remainder avallable for distribution (sub-
sequent to Jan. 1, 1934
(f) Amount remaining for distribution (es of

11,227,326

Jan. 25, 1934) 1, 500, 000
4, Yield and processing cost of inedible products:

(a) Yield of grease 20, 868, 3556
(b) Estimated potential yield of tankage (ap-

proximate) 25, 000, 000
(e) Amount of tankage saved and stored_______ 10, 086, 000
(d) Total processing cost for inedible purposes

(including cost of tankage disposal)...._. §1, 874, 000

Note—Figures dealing with the emergency hog-marketing pro-
gram given herein are subject to revision in all instances. This
report is based upon the latest available information, but the
final report of the auditors for the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministrationl is not yet available. Final figures will not differ
greatly from those presented herein.

SCHEDULE OF PRICES

The emergency price schedule, as announced, provided that
from 6 to 9)4 cents per pound would be pald for pigs, depending
on their weight, at the base processing point (Chicago) by the
processors under contract. The schedule of prices for the pigs,
Chicago basis, was as follows:

Price per 100 pounds

25 to 30 pounds. $9.50
31 to 35 pounds 9.25
36 to 40 pounds 9.00
41 to 45 pounds 8.75
46 to 50 pounds 8.50
51 to 55 pounds B.25
66 to 60 pounds. 8.00
61 to 65 7.6
66 to 70 pounds 7.50
71 to 75 pounds 7.25
76 to 80 pounds 7.00
81 to 85 pounds 6.75
86 to 90 pounds 6.560
91 to 95 pounds 6.25
96 to 100 pounds 6.00

Pigs were to be purchased under this schedule on basis of aver-
age weight per lot with a minimum individual weight of 25 pounds,
maximum individual weight of 100 pounds, and maximum range
of weight of 30 pounds on individual pigs in each lot. If was
specified that premium prices would be pald only for healthy pigs,
showing no bad deformities at the time of delivery. Pigs of in-
Terior growth, usually mast fed, and commonly referred to as

“range pigs”, “razorbacks”, and “oilies”, were to be pald for
&t a discount of $3 per hundredweight at any market.
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Premium prices to be pald by processors under contract at other
markets than Chicago were determined by a market differential
schedule prepared by the corn-hog section as follows:

Differential per hundredweight

Chicago Base
Oklahoma and Texas. —80. 60
Interior points in Iowa and Minnesot&. o ____ —. 40
Interior points in North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska,
and west Missourd __________________ P —. 50
St. Paul, Sioux City, Sioux Falls, Omaha, Nebraska City,
8t. Joseph, Kansas City, and other points on the Mis-
sourl River Ry —. 40
Interior points in Illinois and Wisconsin -, 20
Indiana, Kentucky, and Tennessee. —-.10
Milwaukee, St. Louis, and Natlonal Stock Yards, Il___... —.10
Michigan and Ohio Base
All Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast States_ oo, —. 60
All points east of Ohio and north of Virginia_____________ +.25
Georgia and Florida? —1.00
North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, Alabama, Missis-
sippi, and Louisiana?! = —. 50
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-

ing to the amendment of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Conwarryl, which will be stated.

The CHier CLERE. On page 2, in lines 2 and 3, it is pro-
posed to strike out the words “to make advance rental
and/or benefit payments with respect thereto” and to in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: “ to carry out any of the
purposes described in subsections (a) and (b) of this section
(12) and to support and balance the markets for the dairy-
and beef-cattle industries.”

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. BYRD. Mr, President, I have an amendment, which
I offer at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
read for the information of the Senate.

The Cuier CrErr. At the end of the bill insert the fol-
lowing new section:

Sec. 3. (a) Subsection (d) of section 9 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended, is amended by renumbering para-
graph (6) as paragraph (6) and by adding after paragraph (4)
& new paragraph, as follows:

“(6) In case of peanuts, the term ‘processing' means the

cleaning, , grading, shelling, crushing, or other processing
thereof.”

(b) Section 11 of such act, as amended, is amended by adding
after the word “ tobacco"” a comma and the word “ peanuts.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Vir-
ginia permit discussion of his amendment to go over until
tomorrow? I think it was rather understood between my-
self and the Senator from Texas [Mr, Coxnarry] that after
the disposal of his amendment we would probably recess
until tomorrow at 12 o’clock.

Mr. CONNALLY., Mr. President, permit me to inquire
whether a unanimous-consent agreement fixing a time to
vote on the bill would necessitate a quorum call?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would.

Mr. McNARY. I first wanted to know from the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] if he is willing to postpone con-
sideration of his amendment until we meet tomorrow?

Mr, CONNALLY. I understood that; but I want to sug-
gest to the Senator from Oregon that I am very anxious to
get a vote on the bill, and I was going to fry to get an
agreement to vote on it at a specific hour tomorrow.

Mr. McNARY. I do not think the Senator can get such
an agreement. If I were in his place, I would not press a
request of that kind at this time.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, why can we not go on
this afternoon? There Is a very important appropriation
bill which is to come up immediately after we finish with
the bill which the Senator from Texas has in charge. It is
an emergency matter, the air-mail appropriation bill. I hope
we can get a vote on the amendment of the Senator from
Virginia this afternoon.

1This schedule applied to pigs originating in this area wherever
marketed.
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Mr. McNARY. We could not have a vote on the bill
tonight. That is a request which, it seems to me, the Sena-
tor ought not to submit at all. It must go over until tomer-
row. The debate is not going to be lengthy. If the Senator
from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLy] will be patient, in my judgment
he will have no difficulty in getting a vote tomorrow after-
noon. If the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKerLar] will
do likewise, we will reach his appropriation bill very shortly
tomorrow.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am very anxious to get a vote on the
appropriation bill

. Mr. McNARY. I understand that. I am appealing to
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] to permit his amend-
ment to go over until tomorrow. Is that satisfactory to the
Senator from Virginia?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have no objection to the
consideration of the amendment tomorrow. I do not think
it will require much discussion, though; and if the Senator
is willing to proceed with the consideration of it this evening
I shall be glad to have that done.

Mr. McNARY. I am sure the Senator will desire to make
some explanation of the amendment. Some questions will
be propounded to him, and I am sure the discussion will con-
tinue until late in the evening. It is the desire of many Sen-
ators who are present to return to their offices to keep ap-
pointments and look after their mail, and other Senators
have already left.

Mr. CONNALLY. Would the Senator object to recessing
at 5:30, let us say, and letting the Senator from Virginia dis-
cuss his amendment now?

Mr. McNARY. I am not in charge of the floor, I am
always willing to cooperate.

Mr. CONNALLY. I desire to go along with the Senator
from Oregon, but I think it would be well for the Senator
from Virginia to discuss his amendment tonight, so that the
discussion will appear in the Recorp tomorrow.

Mr. McNARY., I assumed that I was doing the Senator
from Virginia a great kindness in not desiring to have him
go on at this late hour. I am sure the same kindness would
be extended to every Senator here if he could be permitted to
go to his office about this time,

Mr, CONNALLY, Very well
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLU-

TION SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bill and joint
resolution, and they were signed by the Vice President:

S.1083. An act authorizing adjustment of the claim of
the Potomac Electric Power Co., of Washington, D.C.; and

H.J.Res. 290. Joint resolution to provide an appropriation
to carry into effect the act entitled “An act to provide for
loans to farmers for crop production and harvesting during
the year 1934, and for other purposes ”, approved February
23, 1934,

CONSERVATION OF WILD-LIFE RESOURCES—DUCK STAMP BILL

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I desire to call up another
matter which will take only a moment.

A few days ago the Senate passed an important amend-
ment to the Migratory Bird Act. A similar bill was passed
by the House. It contained a minor amendment. The
House bill is on the Senate Calendar. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we may take up the House bill and pass it.

Mr, McKELLAR. May the bill be read?

Mr. McNARY. I spoke to the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. Ropinson] about the bill, and it is satisfactory to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. The Senator from Oregon
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of
a bill, the title of which will be read.

The Crier CLErx. A bill (H.R. 5632) to supplement and
support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by providing
funds for the acquisition of areas for use as migratory-bird
sanctuaries, refuges, and breeding grounds, for developing
and administering such areas, for the protection of certain
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migratory birds, for the enforcement of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and regulations thereunder, and for other pur-
poses,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the hill?

Mr. CONNALLY. Will there be any debate on the bill?

Mr. McNARY. No; not at all.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I think it would be a
good idea to have the bill read. Many of us do not know
what it is about.

Mr. McNARY. A similar bill passed the Senate a week
ago, and the House has passed its own bill with a slight
amendment which I can specify.

Mr. TRAMMELL. What is the substance of it?

Mr. McNARY. It is a bill for the conservation of wild
life by protecting migratory-bird flights. The House has
passed the bill. It exempts persons under 16 from its pro-
visions, and also provides that no license fee shall be charged
against the owner of the property. A substantially similar
bill passed the Senate. The House bill contains a slight
amendment of the provisions of the Senate bill. The House
bill is on the Senate Calendar, and I ask that it be taken
up and passed at this time. I have spoken to the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. Rosmwson] about the bill, and he said
it is satisfactory to him.

Mr. TRAMMELL. The bill does not deal with the re-
quirement of a license; does it? Does it carry with it any
license imposition? :

Mr. WALCOTT. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ore-
gon yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. McNARY. I yield to the Senator from Connecticut,
the chairman of the special committee.

Mr. WALCOTT. I did not understand the guestion of the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I understand from one of the Senators
that the bill does not deal with the question of imposing
an additional license tax. I am rather of the impression,
generally speaking, that we have already gone almost too far
in imposing fees and taxes upon people for hunting privi-
leges in regard to migratory birds. I do not want any meas-
ure of that character to go through here. I understand,
however, that this bill does not do anything of the kind.

Mr. WALCOTT. I do not think the Senator from Florida
understands this bill. It is almost identical with a bill that
passed the Senate without opposition a week or 10 days ago.
This bill was introduced in the House yesterday or day
before and passed without opposition. The two bills are

"identical, with the two exceptions just indicated by the

Senator from Oregon. One of them exempts from the provi-
sions of the bill all persons under 16 years of age. The
other exempts the owner of the property from paying the
fee of a dollar if he intends to shoot migratory waterfowl
on his own property.

The bill is designed to raise a fund for the purchase of
sanctuaries and refuges. Ninety percent of the fund is to be
used for that purpose and 10 percent for the mainténance
of those areas. I may add that Florida is one of the States
most affected advantageously by the provisions of the bill.

Bills on this subject have already passed both the Senate
and the House. Two slight changes, as I have stated, were
incorporated in the House bill. All we are asking is that
the House bill be passed at this time, inasmuch as it is a
revenue-raising measure. If the House bill shall be passed,
that will be the end of it.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Does it relax or does it increase the
tax imposition on those who hunt migratory birds?

Mr. WALCOTT. If I understand the question correctly,
the bill does not increase the tax; it merely provides for a
hunter’s license.

Mr, FESS. Mr. President, the Senator asks whether the
bill relaxes in some respects the license feature. It does to
the extent that it does not require a license of the owner of
the property.

Mr. WALCOTT. Precisely.
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Mr. TRAMMELL. If that is the case, I have no objection.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That after the expiration of 90 days after
the date of enactment of this act no person over 16 years of age
shall take any migratory waterfowl unless at the time of such

he carries on his person an unexpired Federal migratory-
bird hunting stamp issued to him in the manner hereinafter pro-
vided; except that no such stamp shall be required for the taking
of migratory waterfowl by Federal or State institutions or official
agencles, for propagation purposes or by the resident owner, ten-
ant, or share cropper of the property or officially designated agen-
cies of the Department of Agriculture for the killing of such water-
fowl when found injuring crops or other property, under such
restrictions as the Secretary of Agriculture may by regulation
prescribe. The Secretary of Agriculture shall, immediately upon
the passage of this act, adopt and promulgate such regulations as
are pertinent to the protection of private property in the injury
of crops. Any person fo whom a stamp has been issued under
this act shall upon request exhibit such stamp for inspection to
any officer or employee of the Department of Agriculture author-
ized to enforce the provisions of this act or to any officer of any
State or any political subdivision thereof authorized to enforce
game laws.

Sec. 2. That the stamps required under this act shall be issued,
and the fees therefor collected, by the Post Office Department,
under regulations prescribed jointly by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and the Postmaster General: Provided, That stamps shall be
issued at the post office or post offices of all county seats in the
several States, at all post offices in all cities with a population of
2,500 or over, and at such other post offices as said officers may
by regulation prescribe. Each such stamp shall, at the time of
issuance, be affixed adhesively to the game license issued to the
applicant under State law, if the applicant is required to have a
State license, or, if the applicant is not required to have a State
license, to a certificate furnished for that purpose by the Post
Office Department at the time of issuance of such stamp. For
each such stamp issued under the provisions of this act there
shall be collected by the postmaster the sum of $1. Each such
stamp shall expire and be void after the 30th day of June next
succeeding its issuance.

SEc. 3. Nothing in this act shall be construed to authorize any

n to take any migratory waterfowl otherwise than in accord-
ance with regulations adopted and approved pursuant to any
treaty heretofore or hereafter entered into between the United
States and any other country for the protection of migratory
birds, nor to exempt any person from complying with the game
laws of the several States.

SEc. 4. All moneys received for such stamps shall be accounted
for by the postmaster and pald into the Treasury of the United
States, and shall be reserved and set aside as a special fund to
be known as the migratory bird conservation fund, to be adminis-
tered by the Secretary of Agriculture. All moneys received into
such fund are hereby appropriated for the following objects and
ghall be available therefor until expended:

(&) Not less than 90 percent shall be available for the loca-
tion, ascertainment, acquisition, administration, maintenance, and
development of suitahle areas for inviolate migratory-bird sanctu-
aries, under the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation
Act, to be expended for such purposes in all respects as moneys
appropriated pursuant to the provisions of such act; for the ad-
ministration, maintenance, and development of other refuges
under the administration of the Secretary of Agriculture fre-
quented by migratory game birds; and for such investigations on
such refuges and elsewhere in regard to migratory waterfowl as
the Secretary of Agriculture may deem essential for the highest
utilization of the refuges and for the protection and increase of
these birds.

(b) The remainder shall be available for administrative ex-
penses under this act and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act,
including reimbursement to the Post Office Department of funds
expended in connection with the printing, engraving, and issu-
ance of migratory-bird hunting stamps, and including personal
services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere: Provided, That
the protection of said inviolate migratory-bird sanctuaries shall
be, so far as possible, under section 17 of the Migratory Bird
Conservation Act, passed February 18, 1929,

(c) The remainder shall be available for administrative ex-
penses under this act, including reimbursement to the Post Office
Department of funds expended in connection with the issuance of
stamps, and printing and engraving of the same, and for admin-
istration expenses under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and any
other act to carry into effect any treaty for the protection of
migratory birds, and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act.

Sec, 5. (a) No person shall alter, mutilate, loan, or transfer fo
another any stamp issued to him pursuant to this act, nor shall
any person other than the person to whom such stamp is issued
use the same for any purpose,

(b) No person shall imitate or counterfeit any stamp authorized
by this act, or any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or make,
print, or knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such
counterfeit, license, die, plate, or engraving.
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-8ec. 6. For the efficient execution of this act, the judges of the
several courts, established under the laws of the United States,
United States commissioners, and persons appointed by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to enforce the provisions of this act, shall have,
with respect thereto, like powers and duties as are conferred upon
sald judges, commissioners, and employees of the Department of
Agriculture by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or any other act to
carry into effect any treaty for the protection of migratory birds
with respect to that act. Any bird or part thereof taken or pos-
sessed contrary to such acts shall, when seized, be disposed of
as provided by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, or acts aforesaid.

Sec. 7. Any person who shall violate any provision of this act
or who shall violate or fall to comply with any regulation made
pursuant thereto shall be subject to the penalties provided in
section 6 of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Sec. 8. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to cooperate '
with the several States and Territories in the enforcement of the
provisions of this act.

Sec. 8. (a) Terms defined in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, or
the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, shall, when used in this act,
have the meaning assigned to such terms in such acts, respectively,

(b) As used in this act (1) the term * migratory waterfowl”
means the species enumerated in paragraph (a) of subdivision 1
of article I of the ireaty between the United States and Great
BEritain for the protection of migratory birds concluded August
16, 1916; (2) the term “ State" includes the several States and
Territories of the United States and the District of Columbia; and
(3) the term *“take" means pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect,
kill, or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, or kill,

INCLUSION OF CATTLE AS A BASIC COMMODITY

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7478) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act so as to
include cattle as a basic agricultural commodity, and for
other purposes.

RECESS

Mr. CONNALLY. I move that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
motion of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 17 min-
utes p.m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday,
March 8, 1934, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 7
(legislative day of Feb. 28), 1934
GENERAL COUNSEL FOR THE BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE
Robert H. Jackson to be general counsel for the Bureau
of Internal Revenue.
COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS
Thomas Temple Hoyne to be comptroller of customs in
customs collection district no. 39 at Chicago, Ill.
CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS
William J. O'Brien to be collector of customs for customs
collection district no. 9 at Buffalo, N.Y.
POSTMASTERS
COLORADO
George M. Griffin, Brighton.
GEORGIA
Alexander S. Chamlee, Bartow.
ILLINOIS
Perry F. Arnold, Browning.
James M. Allen, Decatur.
Grover C. Norris, Efingham.
George E. Brown, Franklin.
James R. Maher, Hillside.
George E. Eull, Strasburg.
Martha G. Baily, Table Grove.
George A. Larimer, Tuscola.
MASSACHUSETTS
Mary L. McParlin, Sandwich.
NEW JERSEY

William L. Scheuerman, Basking Ridge.
John Netterman, Island Heights.
Eleanor H. White, Plainsboro.
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OELAHOMA

Pauline M. Angevine, Dewey.

Millard H. Wright, Eufaula.

Mary B. Weathers, Grove.

James W. Blye, Hennessey.,

Hugh Johnson, Hugo.

Delva E. Grubbs, Jenks.

Hiram Impson, McAlester.

Rex T. Strickland, Madill.

Jackson Willis, Maysville.

Charles W. Jeffress, Morris.

Laura L. Bennett, Mountain Park.

James T. Norton, Nowata.

John V. Cavender, Porum.

Monroe Burton, Poteau.

David S. Williams, Purcell.

George W. Shed, Sasakwa.

John C. Bennett, Tishomingo.

James McK. Williams, Walters.

Brooke L. Wallace, Wayne.

McGilbray D. Harmon, Webbers Falls.
WISCONSIN

Sheldon S. Chandler, Brooklyn.
Charles L. Haessly, Ellsworth.
Aloysius W. Fries, Kenosha.
Meridan D. Anderson, Omro.
Grover E. Falck, Seymour.
Louis J. Thompson, Spooner.
John C. Reinke, Stone Lake.
John H, Arent, West De Pere.
WYOMING

Albert E. Holliday, Laramie.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 7, 1934

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, the One above all imperfection and
above the touch of sin, hallowed be Thy name. We praise
Thee that there is always an unwavering light, namely, Thy
merciful providence. When faith is dim and hope is low, in
the dearth of rest and in the defiles of doubt, at evening
time and when the day is far spent, lo, Thou art with us.
O continue to look upon us with divine favor; lay Thy
hand upon us and bear Thy shadow in our souls. We thank
Thee for the rays of the morning promise and for the cloud-
less sky of assurance. Illuminate our understanding, O Lord
God; balance our judgments, season our tempers, and
quicken our foresight. Give us pitying hearts that shall
sympathize with human woe. May we feel the need of the
weary, the pulse of the struggling, and the burden of the
homeless. In these stony places of human experience estab-
lish Thou our work. In the holy name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read
and approved.

BUSINESS CONDITIONS

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, last Monday one of our col-
leagues, the gentleman from Indiana, James I, FARLEY, made
a very valuable and informative address on the subject of
direct loans to industry. Mr. FARLEY is one of the out-
standing business men of our State, a former president of
the Auburn Automobile Co., and a wise and safe counselor
in business affairs. His speech is a very valuable contribu-
tion to the discussion of this important subject, and I ask
unanimous consent to have it printed in the ConGrEssIONAL
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following statement of
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Hon. James I FarLeY, of Indiana, before the Subcommities
on Banking and Currency, House of Representatives:

Mr, DisNeEY and gentlemen of the committee, I am not a mem-
ber of this Subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and
Currency; I am just here by the grace of the subcommittee
this morning, and I would not want to do something unethical
so far as my committee is concerned, because there are some gen-
tlemen on this committee whom I respect for their very fine
character and splendid judgment and long years of experience
in matters of this character., I should like to make it quite clear
to you, Mr. Chairman, that what I have to say has nothing what-
ever to do with the company I was identified with for 20 years.
We were fortunately in a very beautiful financial position. We
started our business, and early, by economy and careful operation
and very moderate salaries, were able always to keep our own
position good.

When I thought of some of the things Mr, Luprow was talking
about this morning, I remembered when we often were approached
by the First National Bank in Chicago, where we carried our
major account, and urged to borrow money at 114 percent per
annum, so that, having been connected with an account that
had been maintained for years with a rating of Aa-Al, I cannot
thoroughly sympathize with business men who are wondering
where they are going to get their money.

Our business was just a little different. We came in the time
when the automobile was being developed and growing in pop-
ular favor. For many years our problem was not one of selling
our merchandise, but wholly one of producing it. I want to say
to you, that considering some of the hectic times we had in those
years back in 1807, and again in 1914, and then in 1920, we might
not be in existence as a company today if it had not been for
the fact that we were in a position where we had plenty of work-
ing capital.

There are some very gigantic Institutions in the automobile
industry. Our business depended largely upon our being able to
get something new in models, some new device making it a more
satisfactory plece of machinery to own. Sometimes we made a
mistake in getting what the public might demand; and if it had
not been that we were in a sufficiently strong cash position at many
times to reduce our prices and likewise go out in the open market
and buy merchandise at a discount from distressed manufacturers, .
I do not know what might have happened to us.

So I am not speaking in any sense for that firm, because their
cash balance was always sufficient to take care of their business,
and they are likewise in that situation today.

However, there are many small industries which are not in that
position. I was particularly impressed with the remark made by
Mr. Roosevelt in his radio address some weeks ago, in which he
said that the future of America depended upon keeping the small
communities intact. In other words, instead of having factories
in the small towns close and having the laborers migrate to the
large cities, it would be much better to keep the small communi-
ties intact, to keep the people living in the small towns rather
than to let them go into the large cities. I think he was very
sincere in that, as in all the other of his pronouncements; but how
are you going to keep communities intact if they close the
factories? -

Last evening I talked with some gentleman very late into the
night, two or three of thém from Texas, and they were talking
over the various problems which they have. There are many
manufacturing industries in that State.

In a number of States there are very few manufacturing insti-
tutions. Many counties do not have within their borders a single
Tactory. They are agricultural and depend on farming and stock-
raising, hence they do not have the need for the same assist-
ance as strictly industrial small communities.

In the State of Indiana I would say off-hand that nearly every
county seat and many other towns in the counties have one or
more manufacturing plants that are dependent entirely at this
time on being able to secure some assistance in order to continue.

I hhve in mind a little plant in my State employing some 1256
to 160 people all the time, every day in the year except holidays.
At their peak time they employ about 200 people. They sell their
merchandise all over America, and also sell it in various foreign
countries.

Take this particular case—when the stock market break came
in 1929 they thought this was a temporary setback, that pros-
perity was soon to return, and they were asked mot to reduce
wages or lay off employees. Fortunately, during the period of
1930, they enjoyed a fair volume of sales, and while concerns all
around were drastically cutting salaries and laying off employees,
they did not do it, although the interest of both the employees
and the company would have been served better had they done
50 at that time

Their company has put up a strong fight to obiain what busi-
ness they could, but in spite of the most intensive werk the past
4 years of their sales volume has gradually dropped down until in
the year 1933 it was just half that of 1831, They have heen con-
stantly cutting expenses in order to survive. The bank mora-
torium of 1933 caused many failures among concerns with whom
they were dealing. Their loss on bad debtis in 1933 was the largest
they have experienced in 20 years.

In the crash they were caught with a lot of small accounts,
these small merchants with whom they deal being unable to pay.
It costs them an unusual amount of money to make these collec-
tions, but during this time they have been able to live and are now
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